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Abstract

The Lovéasz Local Lemma is a seminal result in probabilisdebinatorics. It gives a sufficient
condition on a probability space and a collection of eveatdlie existence of an outcome that simul-
taneously avoids all of those events. Finding such an owtcloynan efficient algorithm has been an
active research topic for decades. Breakthrough work ofdviasd Tardos (2009) presented an efficient
algorithm for a general setting primarily characterizediyyroduct structure on the probability space.

In this work we present an efficient algorithm for a much maaeral setting. Our main assumption
is that there exist certain functions, callegampling oraclesthat can be invoked to address the unde-
sired occurrence of the events. We show thaalliscenarios to which the original Lovasz Local Lemma
applies, there exist resampling oracles, although thepareecessarily efficient. Nevertheless, for es-
sentially all known applications of the Lovasz Local Lemaral its generalizations, we have designed
efficient resampling oracles. As applications of thesengples, we present new results for packings of
Latin transversals, rainbow matchings and rainbow spanées.
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1 Introduction

The Lovasz Local Lemma (LLL) is a powerful tool with numesouses in combinatorics and theoretical
computer science. If a given probability space and cobectif events satisfy a certain condition, then the
LLL asserts the existence of an outcome that simultane@wslids those events. The classical formulation
of the LLL [15,[37] is as follows.

Let Q2 be a probability space with probability measwurelLet F, ..., E, be certain “undesired” events
in that space. Let be an undirected graph with vertex $ef = {1,...,n}. The edges o7 are denoted
E(G). LetT'(i) = {j #i : {i,j} € E(G) } be the neighbors of vertex Also, letI' (i) = I'(i) U {i}
and letl' ™ (1) = J,; I'(¢) for I C [n)].

Theorem 1.1(General Lovasz Local Lemma [15,/37uppose that the events satisfy the following condi-
tion that controls their dependences

PrE; | NjesEj] = Pr[E] Vi€ ([n], JC[n]\T1() (Dep)
H H
and the following criterion that controls their probabitis

Jz1,...,xn €(0,1)  suchthat  Pr[E] < a; J[ 1-=;) Vie[n] (GLL)
I
JEer(@)

ThenPr, [N}, Ei] > 0.

An equivalent statement of (Diep) is that the evéhtmust be independent of the joint distribution
on the events E; : j ¢ I'"(i) }. When [Dep) holds( is called adependency graphThe literature
contains several dependency conditions generalizing)(8xgbcriteria generalizing (GILL) under which the
conclusion of the theorem remains true. We will discussrsggeich generalizations below.

The LLL can also be formulated[6] in terms of a directed dejggity graph instead of an undirected
graph, but nearly all applications of which we are aware liev@n undirected graph. Accordingly, our
work focuses primarily on the undirected case, but we wilhtioe below which of our results extend to the
directed case.

Algorithms. ~ Algorithms to efficiently find an outcome ifi);_, E; have been the subject of research for
several decades. In 2008, a nearly optimal result was autdiy Moser[[29] for a canonical application
of the LLL, the bounded-degree SAT problem. Shortly thereafter, Moser and Tardos [30¢eaed that
result to a general scenario called the “variable model” Imclw(2 consists of independent variables, each
E; depends on a subset of the variables, and evenend F; are adjacent irfy if there is a variable on
which they both depend. Clearly the resulting graph is aégecy graph. The Moser-Tardos algorithm is
extremely simple: after drawing an initial sample of theiahles, it repeatedly checks if any undesired event
occurs, themesamplesany such event. Resampling an event means that the var@abhbich it depends
receive fresh samples accordingitoMoser and Tardos prove that, if tHe (GLL) condition is Sat this
algorithm will produced the desired outcome after at n)ost , :”imi resampling operations, in expectation.

1—
Numerous extensions of the Moser-Tardos algorithm have pesposed. These extensions can handle

more general criteria_[24, 33] 11, 125], derandomization ,[EXponentially many events [20], distributed
scenarios[[14], etc. However, these results are restrictébde Moser-Tardos variable model and hence
cannot be viewed as algorithmic proofs of the LLL in full gesdéty. There are many known scenarios for



the LLL and its generalizations that fall outside the scofh® variable model[26, 27]. Sectidh 3 discusses
several such scenarios, including random permutationthimgis and spanning trees.

Recently two efficient algorithms have been developed thdteyond the variable model. Harris and
Srinivasan([2]1] extend the Moser-Tardos algorithm to aagerinvolving random permutations that origi-
nates in work of Erdés and Spencer|[16]. Achlioptas angbdlidos [2] developed a novel algorithmic “flaw
correction” framework which allows one to model various laggtions of the LLL in a flexible manner.
They show how this captures several applications of the Lutside the variable model, and even some
results that might be beyond typical formulations of the LILh contrast to the other results mentioned
here, their framework does not involve an underlying meaguand is not directly tied to the probabilistic
setting of the LLL. This has some benefits, but also someicdstrs that seem to prevent it from recover-
ing the LLL in full generality, In particular, their publitan [2] does not claim a formal connection with
Theoreni 1l. Sectidn 1.5 contains further discussion ofefated work.

1.1 Our contributions

The primary motivating question for this work is whetherrthés an “algorithmic proof” of the Lovasz
Local Lemma in general probability spaces. We answer thestipn in the following sense: We propose an
algorithmic framework for the general Lovasz Local Leminased on a new notion eésampling oracles

In this framework, we present an algorithm that finds a pairfi)j_, E; (avoiding all undesired events) ef-
ficiently, if given access to three types of subroutinesioedl below (the most crucial one being resampling
oracles). Whether these subroutines can be implementedeeffy is an instance-dependent issue, and we
discuss this further below. However, we show that the ex¢gteof such subroutines is guaranteed by the
assumptions of the Lovasz Local Lemma. In particular, égmréthm provides a new proof of Theorém11.1
(with no further assumptions), and several generalizattbereof, as described below. Algorithmically, we
reduce the problem of finding a pointM__, E; to the problem of implementing the three subroutines that
we discuss next.

1.1.1 Algorithmic assumptions

In order to discuss algorithms for the LLL in full generalighe must assume some form of access to the
probability space at hand. Itis natural to assume that omefiziently sample fromu, and efficiently check
whether a given everit; occurs. However, even under these assumptions, findingetfieed output can be
computationally hard. (We show an example demonstratiisgrtSectioi 2.2.) Therefore, our framework
assumes the existence of one more subroutine that can béyised algorithm. This leads us to the notion
of resampling oracles.

Let us introduce some notation. An atomic evenh the probability spac€ will be called astate We
write w ~ u to denote that a random stateis distributed according tp, andw ~ u|g, to denote that the
distribution isp conditioned onE;. The resampling oracles are defined with respect to a gfaph [n]
with neighborhood structurg (not necessarily satisfying the (Oep) condition).

The three subroutines required by our algorithm are asvislio

e Sampling fromu: There is a subroutine that provides an independent randaigust- .
e Checking eventdror eachi € [n], there is a subroutine that determines whethey E;.

e Resampling oraclegror each € [n], there is a randomized subroutine: 2 —  with the following
properties.



(R1) If E; is an event and ~ p|g,, thenr;(w) ~ u. (The oracler; removes conditioning of;.)

(R2) Foranyj ¢ I't (i), if w ¢ E; then alsor;(w) ¢ E;. (Resampling an event cannot cause new
non-neighbor events to occur.)

When these conditions hold, we say thats a resampling oracle for events, . . ., E,, and graphG.

If efficiency concerns are ignored, the first two subroutitdsgally exist. We show that (possibly
inefficient) resampling oracles exist if and only if a cemteglaxation of[(Dep) holds (see Sectjon]1.3).

Main Result. Our main result is that we can find a pointiij._, E; efficiently, whenever the three subrou-
tines above have efficient implementations.

Theorem (Informal). Consider any probability space, any evehis . .., E,, and any undirected grapty
on vertex sefn]. If (GLL) is satisfied and if the three subroutines described aboveeaéable, then our
algorithm finds a state ifi)_, E; efficiently in terms of the number of calls to these subrestin

We make a more precise statement in the following sectionndte that this theorem does not assume
that [Dep) holds, and the existence of resampling oraclastislly a strictly weaker condition. Thus, our
algorithm provides a new proof of Theorém]1.1 (the exisédmti L) under its original assumptions.

1.2 Our algorithm: MaximalSetResample

A striking aspect of the work of Moser and Tardbs|[30] is thagicity and flexibility of their algorithm

— in each iterationany event E; that occurs can be resampled. We propose a different digothat is
somewhat less flexible, but whose analysis seems to be siimpteir scenario. Roughly speaking, our
algorithm proceeds in iterations where in each iterationr@égample events that form an independent set
in G. The independent set is generated by a greedy algorithmatitst a vertex and resample€;, if

is not adjacent to the previously selected vertices Bndccurs in the current state. This is repeated until
no events occur. Pseudocode for this procedure is showngiorighm[1. Nearly identical algorithms have
been proposed before, particularly parallel algorithn@; (2], although our interest lies not in the parallel
aspects but rather in making the LLL (and its stronger vasjaalgorithmic in our general setting.

Algorithm 1 MaximalSetResample uses resampling oracles to outputesta (-, E;. It requires the
three subroutines described in Secfion 1.1.1: sampling u, checking if an even#; occurs, and the
resampling oracles;.

1: Initialize w with a random state sampled fram

2: t:=0;

3: repeat

4: t:=t+1;

5: Jt = @

6:  while there isi ¢ ' (J;) such thatw € E; do

7 Let i be the minimum index satisfying that condition;
8: Jp = Jy U {i};

o: w:=r;(w); > Resampler;

10: end while
11: until J, = 0;
12: return w.




Our algorithmic proof of the LLL amounts to showing that MapélSetResample terminates, at which
pointw € (i, E; clearly holds. Our bound on the running time of MaximalSet&eple is shown by the
following theorem, which is proven in Sectibh 5. We note that bound is at most quadratic in the quantity
> £ which was the bound proved by Moser and Tardos [30].

i=1 1—z;

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that the events, . . ., E,, satisfy(GLL) and that the three subroutines described
above in Section 1.7.1 are available. Then the expected euoflralls to the resampling oracles before
MaximalSetResample terminatesi§ -7 | 1= 37, log 1= ).

=1 1—xz;

1.3 Generalizing the dependency condition
Erdés and Spencer [16] showed that Thedrerh 1.1 still holi=njDep) is generalized@o

Pr(E: | yesBj) < PHE]  Vie [n), J €[]\, (Lop)

They playfully called this the “lopsidependency” conditjand called~ a “lopsidependency graph”. This
more general condition enables several interesting us#gediLL in combinatorics and theoretical com-
puter science, e.g., existence of Latin transversals [d6]optimal thresholds for satisfiability [18].

Recall that Theorem 1.2 did not assuine (Dep) and insteadhaskine existence of resampling oracles.
It is natural to wonder how the latter assumption relateopsibdependency. We show that the existence
of resampling oracles is equivalent to a condition that welopsided associatigrand whose strength lies
strictly between[(Dgp) andl (Lop). The lopsided associatimmdition is

Pr[E; N F] > Pr[E;] - Pr[F] Vi € [n|,VF € F; (LopA)
H M H

where F; contains all eventd’ whose indicator variable is a monotone non-decreasingtibmof the
indicator variables of E; : j ¢ I'*(i)). We call a graph satisfying (LopA) lapsided association graph
for eventsty, ..., E,.

Theorem (Informal). Resampling oracles exist for everdis, . . . , F,, and a graphG if and only ifG is a
lopsided association graph for everts, . .., E,.

This equivalence follows essentially from LP duality: Thedstence of a resampling oracle can be
formulated as &ansportation problenfor which the lopsided association condition is exactlyribeessary
and sufficient condition for a feasible transportation tsexSectio 2.11 proves this result in detail.

As remarked above, the dependency conditions are relatd®dyy) = (CopA) = (Cop). The first
implication is obvious since (Dép) implies thay is independent of” in (LopA). To see the second
implication, simply take” = (. ; E; forany.J C [n] \T* (i) to obtain thaPr,[E; | Uje s E;] > Pry[E;].
Although lopsided association is formally a stronger agstion than lopsidependency, every use of the LLL
with lopsidependency that we have studied actually saditffie stronger lopsided association condition. We
demonstrate this in Sectigh 3 by designing efficient resengmiracles for those scenarios. Consequently,
Theoreni1.P makes the LLL efficient in those scenarios.

As remarked above, Sectign P.2 describes a scenario in Wbief) and [(GLL) are satisfied for a
dependency grap® but finding a states € (", E; is computationally hard, assuming standard complexity
theoretic beliefs. In that scenario resampling oraclestmesessarily exist sincg (Dep) is satisfied, but they

! More precisely,[(Cop) should be restricted.fdor which Pr,[N;e E;] > 0. However that restriction is ultimately unneces-
sary because, in the context of the LLL, the theorem of EedisSpencer implies th&r,.[N; ¢ E;] > 0.

5



cannot be efficiently implemented due to the computatioaatliess. Therefore the equivalence between
and resampling oracles comes with no efficiency gumes. Nevertheless in all lopsidependency
scenarios that we have encountered in applications of the éfficient implementations of the resampling
oracles arise naturally from existing work, or can be deViséh modest effort. In particular this is the case
for random permutations, perfect matchings in completplisaand spanning trees in complete graphs, as
discussed in Sectidd 3.

1.4 Generalizing the LLL criterion

In the early papers on the LLL 15, 37], the (GLL) criterionating the dependency graph and the
probabilitiesPr,,[E;] was shown to be a sufficient condition to ensure thaf{_, E;] > 0. Shearer([36]
discovered a more general criterion that ensures the sansdusmn. In fact, Shearer’s criterion is the best
possible: whenever his criterion is violated, there exisbaesponding measugeand eventdy, ..., F,

for which Pr,, [N, E;] = 0.

Sectior[ b formally defines Shearer’s criterion and usest fiundamental way to prove Theorém]1.2.
Moreover, we give an algorithmic proof of the LLL under Shte&r criterion instead of thé (GIlL) criterion.
This algorithm is efficient in typical situations, althougte efficiency depends on Shearer's parameters.
The following simplified result is stated formally and proviea Sectiori 5.5.

Theorem (Informal). Suppose that a grapfy and the probabilitiedr,,[E1], . . ., Pr,[E,] satisfy Shearer’s
criterion with € slack, and that the three subroutines described in Se€tidl Jare available. Then the
expected number of calls to the resampling oracles by MdSietResample i9(% log %).

We also prove a more refined bound valid for any probabilgessfying Shearer’s criterion. This bound
is similar to the bound obtained by Kolipaka and Szegedy;, [24¢ Sectioh 515 for details.

Unfortunately Shearer’s criterion is unwieldy and has regrsmuch use in applications of the LLL.
Recently several researchers have proposed criteriaarfrietliate strength betweén (GLL) and Shearer’s
criterion [825]. The first of these, called thieister expansiogriterion, was originally devised by Bissacot
et al. [8], and is based on insights from statistical physi€his criterion has given improved results in
several applications of the local lemma [9, 21] 31]. Prewialgorithmic work has also used the cluster
expansion criterion in the variable model [1] 33] and fompetations [[21].

We give a new, elementary proof that the cluster expansiterion implies Shearer’s criterion. In con-
trast, the previous proof is analytic and requires sevdesds from statistical physids [8]. As a consequence,
we obtain the first purely combinatorial proof that the estidial LLL holds under the cluster expansion
criterion. Another consequence (Theorend 1.3) is an algurior the LLL under the cluster expansion cri-
terion, obtained using our algorithmic results under Sésacriterion. This generalizes Theorém|1.2 by
replacing [(GLL) with the cluster expansion criterion, sthbelow as[(CLl). To state the result, we require
additional notation: lelnd denote the family of independent sets in the gréph

Theorem 1.3. Suppose that the evertty, . . ., E,, satisfy the following criterion

1,y Yn >0 suchthat Pr[E;] < Yi . (CLL)
2 ZJQI‘+(i),J€Ind HjeJ Yj

and that the three subroutines described in Sedtion 1. Jelamailable. Then the expected number of calls
to the resampling oracles before MaximalSetResample tertes isO (Y7, y; >-j—, In(1 + y;)).



1.5 Techniques and related work

The breakthrough work of Moser and Tardbs![29, 30] stimdlaestring of results on algorithms for the
LLL. This section reviews the results that are most reletaur work. Several interesting techniques play
arole in the analyses of these previous algorithms. Thasb&aoughly categorized as thatropy method
[28,[2], witness treesr withess sequencg’0,(21,[24] andorward-looking combinatorial analysid9].

Moser [29] 28] developed the entropy method to analyze a siemple algorithm for the “symmetric”
LLL [15], which incorporates the maximum degree @fand a uniform bound ofr,[£;]. The entropy
method roughly shows that, if the algorithm runs for a longej a transcript of the algorithm’s actions
provides a compressed representation of the algorithnmdora bits, which is unlikely due to entropy
considerations.

Following this, Moser and Tardos [30] showed that a similgodthm will produce a state ifi)_; £,
assuming the independent variable model and[the {GLL)rimiite This paper is primarily responsible for
the development of witness trees, and proved the “witnesslémma”, which yields an extremely elegant
analysis in the variable model. The witness tree lemma h#seiuimplications. For example, it allows one
to analyze separately for each event its expected numbesamplings. Moser and Tardos also extended
the variable model to incorporate a limited form of lopsielepency, and showed that their analysis still
holds in that setting.

The main advantage of our result over the Moser-Tardos trestihat we address the occurrence of
an event through the abstract notion of resampling oraelé®r than directly resampling the variables of
the variable model. Furthermore we give efficient impleratahs of resampling oracles for essentially all
known probability spaces to which the LLL has been appliedsighificant difference with our work is
that we do not have an analogue of the withess tree lemmappuoach provides a simpler analysis when
the LLL criterion has slack but requires a more complicatedlysis to remove the slack assumption. As
a consequence, our bound on the number of resampling or@tdésclarger than the Moser-Tardos bound.
Our lack of a witness tree lemma is inherent. Appendix A shihasthe witness tree lemma is false in the
abstract scenario of resampling oracles.

The Moser-Tardos algorithm is known to terminate undeeddatmore general thah (GLL), while still
assuming the variable model. Pegden| [33] showed that tleteclexpansion criterion suffices, whereas
Kolipaka and Szegedy [24] showed more generally that SHeanéterion suffices. We also extend our
analysis to the cluster expansion criterion as well as ®sacriterion, in the more general context of
resampling oracles. Our bounds on the number of resampfirgations are somewhat weaker than those
of [33,[24], but the increase is at most quadratic.

Kolipaka and Szegedy [24] present another algorithm, daeneralizedResample, whose analysis
proves the LLL under Shearer’s condition for arbitrary @ity spaces. GeneralizedResample is similar
to MaximalSetResample in that they both work with abstrastridutions and that they repeatedly choose
a maximal independent sétof undesired events to resample. However, the way that tesbents are
resampled is different: GeneralizedResample needs tolsdrnom “’ﬂjgrﬂ,)ET' which is a complicated

operation that seems difficult to implement efficiently. $hdaximalSetResample can be viewed as a
variant of GeneralizedResample that can be made efficiait kmown scenarios.

Harris and Srinivasamn [21] show that the Moser-Tardos @lynrcan be adapted to handle certain events
in a probability space involving random permutations. Theethod for resampling an event is based on
the Fischer-Yates shuffle. This scenario can also be hafgiedir framework; their resampling method
perfectly satisfies the criteria of a resampling oracle. Hagris-Srinivasan’s result is stronger than ours
in that they do prove an analog of the witness tree lemma. &pmntly their algorithm requires fewer
resamplings than ours, and they are able to derive paraltednts of their algorithm. The work of Harris



and Srinivasan is technically challenging, and generalizi to a more abstract setting seems daunting.

Achlioptas and lliopoulos |2,13] proposed a general franmvfor finding “flawless objects”, based on
actions for addressing flaws. We call this the A-I framewoilhey show that, under certain conditions,
a random walk over such actions rapidly converges to a flanbgect. This naturally relates to the LLL
by viewing each evenk; as a flaw. At the same time, the A-I framework is not tied to thabpbilistic
formulation of the LLL, and can derive results, such as tleedy algorithm for vertex coloring, that seem
to be outside the scope of typical LLL formulations, such asdren{ 1.ll. The A-l framework]2] 3] has
other restrictions and does not claim to recover any paatidarm of the LLL. Nevertheless, the framework
can accommodate applications of the LLL where lopsideperdelays a role, such as rainbow matchings
and rainbow Hamilton cycles. In contrast, our framework eaabs the probabilistic formulation and can
recover the original existential LLL (Theorem 11.1) in fuktigerality, even incorporating Shearer’s general-
ization. The A-l analysis 2] is inspired by Moser’s entromethod. Technically, it entails an encoding of
random walks by “witness forests” and combinatorial caumthereof to estimate the length of the random
walk. The terminology of witness forests is reminiscenthsf witness trees of Moser and Tardos, but con-
ceptually they are different in that the witness forestsagtimrward in time” rather than backward. This is
conceptually similar to “forward-looking combinatoriataysis”, which we discuss next.

Giotis et al. [19] show that a variant of Moser’s algorithnvag an algorithmic proof in the variable
model of the symmetric LLL. While this result is relativelynlited when compared to the results above,
their analysis is a clear example of forward-looking comabanial analysis. Whereas Moser and Tardos
use abackward-lookingargument to find witness trees in the algorithm’s “log”, @&oét al. analyze a
forward-lookingstructure: the tree of resampled events and their depeigadenooking forward in time.
This viewpoint seems more natural and suitable for exteissio

Our approach can be roughly describedasvard-looking analysisvith a careful modification of the
Moser-Tardos algorithm, formulated in the framework ofarapling oracles. Our main conceptual con-
tribution is the simple definition of the resampling oraclesich allows the resamplings to be readily in-
corporated into the forward-looking analysis. Our modifima of the Moser-Tardos algorithm is designed
to combine this analysis with the technology of “stable sefugences”[[24], defined in Sectibn5.1, which
allows us to accommodate various LLL criteria, including&ter’s criterion. This plays a fundamental role
in the full proof of Theoreri 1]2.

Our second contribution is a technical idea concerningkdtathe LLL criteria. This idea is a perfectly
valid statement regarding the existential LLL as well, althh we will exploit it algorithmically. One
drawback of the forward-looking analysis is that it natlyrddads to an exponential bound on the number
of resamplings, unless there is some slack in the LLL cdterthis same issue arises in [2] 19]. Our idea
eliminates the need for slack in tHe (GLL) and (CLL) criteri&/e prove that, even if (GIIL) of (CIIL) are
tight, we can instead perform our analysis using Sheargt&rion, which is never tight because it defines
an open set. For example, consider the familiar case of €ngdr], and suppose that (GLL) holds with
equality, i.e.Pr,[E;] = x; [[;ep(;) (1 — «;) for all i. We show that the conclusion of the LLL remains true

even if each evenk; actually had the larger probabilifyr,[F;] - (1 + (2, $%-)~'). The proof of this

i Tog
fact crucially uses Shearer’s criterion and it does not seefollow from moreleipémentary tools 15, 137].
Follow-up work. Subsequently, Achlioptas and lliopoulos generalizedrtframework further to incor-
porate our notion of resampling oraclés$ [4]. This subseguemk can be viewed as a unification of their
framework and ours; it has the benefit of both capturing thméwork of resampling oracles and allowing
some additional flexibility (in particular, the possibjlibf regenerating the measuyteapproximately rather
than exactly). We remark that this work is still incompaeablith ours, primarily due to the facts that our
analysis is performed in Shearer's more general setting tlzat our algorithm is efficient even when the



LLL criteria are tight.

Organization. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sefion Zlis@iss the connection between
resampling oracles and the assumptions of the Lovasz llagama. We also show here that resampling
oracles as well as the LLL itself can be computationally hardeneral. In Sectioh] 3, we show concrete
examples of efficient implementations of resampling osacle Sectioi ¥4 we discuss several applications
of these resampling oracles. Finally, in Secfibn 5 we pretsenfull analysis of our algorithm.

2 Resampling oracles: existence and efficiency

The algorithms in this paper make no reference to the lopsitigency conditiorj (Ldp) and instead assume
the existence of resampling oracles. In Sedtioh 2.1 we shatthere is a close relationship between these
two assumptions: the existence of a resampling oracle fdr egent is equivalent to the conditign (LapA),
which is a strengthening df (Lop).

We should emphasize that th#iciency of an implementatiaf a resampling oracle is a separate issue.
There is no general guarantee that resampling oracles canpbemented efficiently. Indeed, as we show
in Section 2.P, there are applications of the LLL such thatrsampling oracles are hard to implement
efficiently, and finding a state avoiding all events is comafiohally hard, under standard computational
complexity assumptions.

Nevertheless, this is not an issue in common applicatiotisedfL L: resampling oracles exist and can be
implemented efficiently in all uses of the LLL of which we akeaae, even those involving lopsidependency.
Sectior B has a detailed discussion of several scenarios.

2.1 Existence of resampling oracles

This section proves an equivalence lemma connecting rdsagrgracles with the notion of lopsided asso-
ciation. First, let us define formally what we call a resamgloracle.

Definition 2.1. Let Ey, ..., E, be events on a spaéewith a probability measurg, and letG = (n], E)
be a graph with neighbors afe [n] denoted byl'(i). Letr; be a randomized procedure that takes a state
w € Q and outputs a state;(w) € Q2. We say that; is a resampling oracle foF; with respect tdz, if

(R1) Forw ~ p|g,, we obtainr;(w) ~ p. (The oracler; removes conditioning of’;.)

(R2) Foranyj ¢ I't (i) =I'(i) U{i}, ifw ¢ Ej; then alsor;(w) ¢ E;. (Resampling an event cannot cause
new non-neighbor events to occur.)

Next, let us define the notion of a lopsided association grapk denote byF;[w| the {0, 1}-valued
function indicating whetheF; occurs at a state < ).

Definition 2.2. A graphG with neighborhood functiof is a lopsided association graph for eves, . . . , F,
if
Pr[E; N F] > Pr[E;] - Pr[F] Vi € [n],VF € F; (LopA)
H M H

where F; contains all eventd” such thatF'[w] is a monotone non-decreasing function of the functions
(Ejlw] : j ¢T7(i)).

Lemma 2.3. Consider a fixed € [n] and assum&r,[E;] > 0. The following statements are equivalent.



(a) There exists a resampling oracte satisfying the conditionfR1) and (R2) with respect to a neighbor-
hoodI'* (i) (ignoring issues of computational efficiency).

(b) Pr,[E; N F| > Pr,[E;] - Pr,[F] for any event” € F;.

Corollary 2.4. Resampling oracles,, ..., r, exist for eventd, ..., E, with respect to a grapld- if and
only if G is a lopsided association graph fdt,, ..., F,. Both statements imply that the lopsidependency
condition(Cop) holds.

Proof (of Lemmd2.B). (a)= (b): Consider the coupled states, w’) wherew ~ u|g, andw’ = r;(w). By
(R1),w" ~ pu. For any evenf' € F;, if F does not occur ab then it does not occur at’ either, due to (R2).
This establishes that

Pr{F] = Byl < Bumyp[Fll) = PrF | B,
which impliesPr,[F N E;] > Pr,[F] - Pr,[E;]. In particular this implies (Ldp), by taking’ = ;. ; Ej-

(b) = (a): We begin by formulating the existence of a resampliragieras the followingransportation
problem Consider a bipartite grapt/ U W, E), whereU and W are disjoint,U represents all the states
w € () satisfying E;, and W represents all the states € ). Edges represent the possible actions of
the resampling oracle(u, w) € E if u satisfies every event amori@”; : j ¢ I'*(¢)) thatw satisfies.
Each vertex has an associated weight: for= W, we definep,, = Pr,[w], and foru € U, p, =
Pr,[u]/ Pr,[E;], i.e, p, is the probability ofu conditioned onF;. We claim that the resampling oracte
exists if and only if there is an assignmefjt, of values to the edges such that

zw:(u,w)eE Juw =Dy YueU
ZU:(u,w)eE fuw =Dy YVweW (l)
fuwzo Vuec U, weW.

Such an assignment is called a feasible transportatioren@uch a transportation, the resampling oracle is
defined naturally by following each edge frame U with probability f,..,/p., and the resulting distribution
on W is p,. Conversely, for a resampling oracle which, for a givenestat U, generatesy € W with
probability ¢,..,, we definef,., = puquw. This assignment satisfids (1).

Our goal at this point is show that (b) implies feasibility @). A condition that is equivalent t@](1),
but more convenient for our purposes, can be determined lfi®muality [34, Theorem 21.11]. A feasible
transportation exists if and only if

@1) ZueUpu = ZwEpr @
@2) ZueApu é Z’IUEF(A)pw VAQ U’

wherel'(A) ={w e W : Ju € As.t.(u,w) € E }. This is an extension of Hall's condition for the exis-
tence of a perfect matching.

Our goal at this point is show that (b) implies feasibility@). Let us now simplify[(R). Fix anyl C
U. The neighborhood'(A) consists of states satisfying at most those events afidrig: j ¢ I'" () }
satisfied by some state id. ThusT'(A) corresponds to an evelt’ such thatF”’|w] is a non-increasing
function of ( Ej[w] : j ¢ T'"(i) ). Next observe that, if the set of events amdnfj; : j € I'" (i) } satisfied
by «' € U is a subset of those satisfied bye U, thenI'(v') C I'(u). Suppose that, for eache A, we
add toA all such vertices//. Doing so can only increase the left-hand sidelof (2.2), laischot increase
the right-hand side aB(A) remains unchanged (siné&v’) C I'(u)). Furthermore, the resulting seit
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corresponds to the same evérit but restricted to the states in. Let us call such a set non-increasing.
Let (2') denote the simplification of]2) in which we restrict to nimereasingA. We have argued thdtl(2)
and [2) are equivalent.
Our goal at this point is show that (b) implies feasibility(@f). One may easily see that (b) is equivalent

to

Pr[F N E;] < Pr[F]-Pr[E]] VF € F;.

H H H
AssumingPr[E;] > 0, we can rewrite this aBr,[F | E;] < Pr,[F| VF € F;. Now consider using this
inequality with ' = [’ for eachF” corresponding to some non-increasing detc U. We then have
Pr [F' | ;] =37, c g pu andPr,[F'] =37 4 Pw. This verifies the feasibility of (2. O

2.1.1 Example: monotone events on lattices

This section presents an example of a setting where Lemmanplis the existence of a non-trivial re-
sampling oracle, even though the lopsided associatiorhggepmpty. This setting was previously known
to have connections to the existential LILL[26]. The prolighspace here i§2 = {0, 1}, viewed in the
natural way as the Boolean lattice with operationgneet) andv (join), and with the partial order denoted
>. Lety : {0,1}™ — [0,1] be a probability distribution, i.eZme{O,l}M wu(x) = 1. We assume that is
log-supermodulgrmeaning that

plavypAy) > p@)ply) Yo,y e {0,13Y.

As an example, any product distribution is log-supermad@ansider monotone increasing evehtsi.e.,
such thatr’ > = € E; = 2/ € E;. Note that any monotone increasing function of such evenggain
monotone increasing. It follows directly from the FKG inadjty [6] that condition (b) of Lemm& 213 is
satisfied for such events with @mptylopsided association graph. Therefore, a resampling ®eadsts in
this setting. However, the explicit description of its cgt@yn might be complicated and we do not know
whether it can be implemented efficiently in general.

Alternatively, the existence of the resampling oracle carpioved directly, using a theorem of Hol-
ley [22, Theorem 6]. The resampling oracle is described igofithm[2. The reader can verify that this
satisfies the assumptions (R1) and (R2), using Holley’s fdmao

Algorithm 2 Resampling oracle for a monotone increasing evént et v be the function guaranteed by

Theoreni 2.6 whep; (z) = % p2(y) = u(y), andl,¢cg is the indicator function of € E.
ec

1: Function rg(z):

2. If x ¢ F, fail.

3: Randomly selecyy with probability %
Yy )

4: return y.

Theorem 2.5(Holley’s Theorem) Let ;1 and 2 be probability measures ofo, 1}V satisfying

p@Vypa(e Ay) > p(e)paly)  Va,y e {0,137

11



Then there exists a probability distributien: {0,1}" x {0,1}* — R satisfying

m(x) =3, v(z,y)
p2(y) =3, v(z,y)

v(z,y) =0 unlessz > y.

2.2 Computational hardness of the LLL

This section considers whether the LLL can always be madaritlighic. We show that, even in fairly
simple scenarios where the LLL applies, finding the desitgg@ut can be computationally hard, a fact that
surprisingly seems to have been overlooked. We first obdématethe question of algorithmic efficiency
must be stated carefully otherwise hardness is trivial.

A trivial example. Given a Boolean formula, let the probability space b@ = {0,1}, and letu be the
uniform measure of2. There is a single eveiff; defined to be?; = {1} if ¢ is satisfiable, and&; = {0} if

¢ is not satisfiable. SincBr[F;| = 1/2, the [GLL) criterion holds trivially withz; = 1/2. The LLL gives
the obvious conclusion that there is a stat¢ E. Yet, finding this state requires deciding satisfiability of
¢, which is NP-complete.

The reason that this example is trivial is that even deciehgther the undesired event has occurred is
computationally hard. A more meaningful discussion of LIfficlency ought to rule out this trivial example
by considering only scenarios that satisfy some reasorsiemptions. With that in mind, we will assume
that
there is a probability spade, whose states can be describedibits;

a graphG satisfying [Dep) for event&s, . . ., E, is explicitly provided;

z1,..., 2, € (0,1) satisfying the[(GL1) conditions are provided, apd" , lf’;i is at most polyn);
there is a subroutine that provides an independent randaeust- 1 in poly(m) time;

for eachi € [n], there is a subroutine which determines for any gives 2 whetherw € E;, in
poly(m) time.

As far as we know, no prior work refutes the possibility tHare is an algorithmic form of the LLL, with
running time polym, n), in this general scenario.

Our results imply that resampling oracles ekistin this general scenario, so it is only the question of
whether these resampling oracles efficientthat prevents Theorem 1.2 from providing an efficient algo-
rithm. Nevertheless, we show that there is an instance dflthethat satisfies the reasonable assumptions
stated above, but for which finding a state(i) E; requires solving a problem that is computationally
hard (under standard computational complexity assumgjtiofts a consequence, we conclude that the re-
sampling oracles cannot always be implemented efficieetdgn under the reasonable assumptions of this
general scenario.

We remark that NP-completeness is not the right notion adiiess here [32]. Problems in NP involve
deciding whether a solution exists, whereas the Idilarantees that a solution existand the goal is to
explicitly find a solution. Our result is instead based ondhass of thaliscrete logarithmproblem, a
standard belief in computational complexity theory. In thkowing, GF(p™) for a primep and integem
denotes a finite field of order*, andGF*(p™) its multiplicative group of nonzero elements.

Theorem 2.6. There are instances of events, ..., F,, on a probability spac&2? = {0,1}"™ under the
uniform probability measure, such that
e the eventdy; are mutually independent;
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e for eachi € [n], the conditionw € E; can be checked in pdly) time for givenw € Q;
o the (GLL) conditions are satisfied with; = 1/2 for eachi € [n];

but finding a state ifi);"_, £; is as hard as solving the discrete logarithm problenGiR*(2").

Remark.Superficially, this result seems to contradict the fact thatLLL can be made algorithmic in the
variable model[[30], where events are defined on underlyidgpendent random variables. The key point
is that the variable model also relies on a particular typgepfendency graph (defined by shared variables)
which might be more conservative than the true dependebeiggeen the events. Theoréml2.6 shows that,
even if the probability space consists of independént } random variables, the LLL cannot in general be
made algorithmic if the true dependencies are considered.

Proof. Consider an instance of the discrete logarithm problem eénntlultiplicative groupGF*(2"). The
input is a generatay of GF*(2") and an elemerit € GF*(2"). The goal isto find an integér< k < 2"—1
such thay® = h. We define an instance afevents orf) = {0, 1}" as follows.

We identify Q@ = {0, 1}" with [2"] as well asGF(2") in a natural way. We defing : [2"] — GF(2")
by £(0) = 0andf(z) = ¢ for z # 0, where the exponentiation is performeddir (2"). For each € [n],
we define an evenk; that occurs fow € {0,1}" iff (f(w)); = 1 — h;. This is a condition that can be
checked in time polfn), by computingf (w) = ¢* where we interpret aszggol w;2° and computeg® by
taking squares iteratively.

Observe that foww distributed uniformly inQQ = {0,1}", f(w) is again distributed uniformly irf2,
since f is a bijection () is mapped td), and f (w) for w # 0 generates each element of the multiplicative
group GF*(2") exactly once). Therefore, the probability Bf is 1/2, for eachi € [n]. Further, the events
Ey,..., E, are mutually independent, since foranyC [n], ;¢ Ejmﬂj,¢JE_j/occurs iff f(w) = h®d1y,
which happens with probability/2". Herel; € {0,1}" is the indicator vector for the st and® denotes
addition inGF(2") (i.e., component-wise xor ifi0,1}"). Hence the dependency graph is empty, and the
LLL with parameterse; = 1/2 trivially implies that there exists a stateavoiding all the events. In this
instance, we know explicitly that the state avoiding alle¢hents isf ~!(h). Therefore, if we had an efficient
algorithm to find this point for any giveh € GF*(2"), we would also have an efficient algorithm for the
discrete logarithm problem i&F (27). O

3 Implementation of resampling in specific settings

In this section, we present efficient implementations chnasling oracles in four application settings: inde-
pendent random variables (which was the setting of [30Hdoan permutations (handled hy [21]), perfect
matchings in complete graphs (some of whose applicatianmade algorithmic by [2]), and spanning trees
in complete graphs (which is a new scenario that we can han@ibebe more precise, resampling oracles
also depend on the types of events and dependencies thatrweoweandléd In the setting of independent
random variables, we can handle arbitrary events with digraries defined by overlapping relevant vari-
ables, just like[[30]. In the setting of permutations, wedlarthe appearance of patterns in permutations as
in [21]. In the settings of matchings and spanning trees,amsider the “canonical events” defined by|[26],
characterized by the appearance of a certain subset of.edfgealso show in Sectidn 3.5 how resampling
oracles for a certain probability space can be extendedatuaal way to products of such probability spaces
(for example, how to go from resampling oracles for one ramgermutation to a collection of independent
random permutations). These settings cover all the apiglicaof the lopsided LLL that we are aware of.

2In Sectior 2.2 we give an example of events on independedbrawariables for which resampling oracles exist but cabeot
made efficient.
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3.1 The variable model

This is the most common setting, considered originally bysktcand Tardos [30]. Her€) has a product
structure corresponding to independent random varigbl€s : a € U }. The probability measurg here
is a product measure. Each bad evEptlepends on a particular subset of variablesand two events are
independent ifid; N A; = 0.

Here our algorithmic assumptions correspond exactly tdvtbser-Tardos framework [30]. Sampling
from ;. means generating a fresh set of random variables indepiynd&he resampling oracle; takes a
statew and replaces the random variab{eX, : a € A4; } by fresh random samples. Itis easy to see that the
assumptions are satisfied: in particular, a random statplednfrom ., conditioned onF; has all variables
outside ofA; independently random. Hence, resampling the variabled; giroduces the distributiop.
Clearly, resamplind X, : a € A; } does not affect any events whose variables do not intersect

We note that this resampling oracle is also consistent vighniotion of lopsidependency on product
spaces considered By [30]: They call two evehisE; lopsidependent, ifi; N A; # () and it is possible
to causel’; to occur by resamplingl; in a state wheré; holds butE; does not (the definition in [30] is
worded differently but equivalent to this). This is exadtig condition that we require our resampling oracle
to satisfy.

3.2 Permutations

The probability spacé) here is the space of all permutationson a setn|, with a uniform measurg.
The bad events are assumed to be “simple” in the followingeertach bad evert; is defined by a
“pattern” P(E;) = {(z1,91), - - -» (%4(3), Ye(3)) }- The eventE; occurs ifr(z;) = y; for eachl < j < t(i).
Let vbl(E;) = { = : Jy, (z,y) € P(E;) } denote the variables af relevant to event;. Let us define a
relationi ~ i’ to hold iff there are pair$x,y) € P(E;),(2',y’) € P(Ey) suchthatt = 2’ ory = ¢/; i.e.,
the two events entail the same value in either the range oautorithis relation defines a lopsidependency
graph. It is known that the lopsided LLL holds in this setting

Algorithm 3 Resampling oracle for permutations

1: Function r;(m):
. X = vbl(E;), i.e., the variables im affecting event;;
. Fix an arbitrary ordeX = (z1, z9,...,x¢);
for ¢ = ¢t down tol do

Swapr(z;) with 7(z) for z uniformly random amon@u| \ {z1,...,z;—1};

. end for
:return T

N o s wWwN

Harris and Srinivasan [21] showed how, under the LLL criteai permutation avoiding all bad events can
be found algorithmically. We implement the resampling t@dmased on their algorithm (see Algoritfiin 3).
To prove the correctness of this resampling oracle withinflamework, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that a permutatian has some arbitrary fixed assignment on the variableXin
m|x = ¢, and it is uniformly random among all permutations satisyir|x = ¢. Then the output of
Shufflér, X) is a uniformly random permutation.

The procedure is known as the Fisher-Yates shuffle for ggngraniformly random permutations (and
was used in[[21] as well). In contrast to the full shuffle, weusse that some part of the permutation has
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been shuffled alreadyX is the remaining portion that still remains to be shuffledy aonditioned on its
assignment the rest is uniformly random. This would be éxdloe distribution achieved after performing
the Fisher-Yates shuffle on the complementXf Our procedure performs the rest of the Fisher-Yates
shuffle, which produces a uniformly random permutation. démnpleteness we give a self-contained proof.

Proof. Let X = {z4,...,2:}. By induction, after performing the swap fof, the permutation is uniform
among all permutations with a fixed assignmen{f, ..., z;_1 } (consistent withp). This holds because,
before the swap, the permutation was by induction uniformd@¢@ned on the assignment 1, ..., x;}
being consistent witkb, and we choose a uniformly random swap fglamong the available choices. This
makes every permutation consistent witon {x1, ..., x;_1} equally likely after this swap. O

This verifies the first condition for our resampling oracléneTsecond condition is that resampling of
occurring eventsloes not affect non-neighbor events. This is true becaugedbllowing lemma.

Lemma 3.2. The resampling oracle; () applied to a permutation satisfying; does not cause any new
event outside df *(I) to occur.

Proof. Supposel; changed its status during a callitg). This means that something changed among its
relevant variablesbl(E;). This could happen in two ways:

(1) either a variable € vbl(E;) was swapped because= X = vbl(E;); then clearlyj € I'* (7).

(2) or, a variable in/bl(E;), although outside ok, received a new value by a swap with some variable
in X = vbl(E;). Note that in the Shuffle procedure, every time a variabbeitside of X changes its value,
it is by a swap with a fresh variable of, i.e. one that had not been processed before. Thereforealine
that » receives is one that previously causggdto occur. If it caused?; to occur, it means thak; and F;
share a value in the range space and we hiavd™* (i) as well. O

3.3 Perfect matchings

Here, the probability space is the set of all perfect matchings i, with the uniform measure. This
is a setting considered byl[2] and it is also related to théngebf permutations. (Permutations ¢n|
can be viewed as perfect matchingshp ,,.) A state here is a perfect matching Afy,,, which we denote
by M € Q. We consider bad events of the following formi:4 for a set of edges! occurs ifA C M.
Obviously,Pr,[E4] > 0 only if Ais a (partial) matching. Let us define~ B iff AU B is nota matching.
It was proved in[[26] that this defines a lopsidependencytgrap

Our goal is to implement a resampling oracle in this settitMg describe such an operation in Algo-
rithm([4.

Lemma 3.3. Let A be a matching inkK,,, and letM be distributed uniformly among perfect matchings in
K, such thatA C M. Then after calling the resampling oracle, (M) is a uniformly random perfect
matching.

Proof. We prove by induction that at any poirt/’ is a uniformly random perfect matching conditioned on
containingA’. This is satisfied at the beginning?’ = M, A’ = A andM is uniformly random conditioned
onAC M.

Assume this is true at some point, we piek v) € A’ arbitrarily and(z,y) € M’ \ A’ uniformly at
random. Denote the vertices coveredMdy\ A’ by V (M’\ A’). Observe that for a uniformly random perfect
matching onV (M’ \ A’) U {u,v}, the edggu, v) should appear with probability/(2|M' \ A’| + 1) since
uhas2|M"\ A’| 4+ 1 choices to be matched with amds 1 of them. Consequently, we keep the efge))
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Algorithm 4 Resampling oracle for perfect matchings
1: Function r4(M):
Check thatd C M, otherwisereturn M.
A = A;
M' = M;
while A’ # 0 do
Pick (u,v) € A’ arbitrarily;
Pick (x,y) € M’ \ A’ uniformly at random, witHz, y) randomly ordered;
With probability 1 — m,
Add (u,y), (v,z) to M" and removéu, v), (x,y) from M’;
Remove(u, v) from A’;
: end while
. return M.

R =
N P O

with probability 1/(2|M’ \ A’| + 1) and conditioned on thid/’ \ A’ is uniformly random by the inductive
hypothesis. Conditioned dm, v) not being part of the matching, we re-mateh v) with another random
edge(z,y) € M'\ A’ where(x,y) is randomly ordered. In this case andv get matched to a uniformly
random pair of vertices,y € V(M’\ A’), as they should be. The rest of the matchidg\ A"\ {(z,v)}
is uniformly random o/ (M’ \ A"\ {z,y}) by the inductive hypothesis.

Therefore, after each stég’\ A’ is uniformly random conditioned on containiny. At the end,A’ = ()
and M’ is uniformly random. O

Lemma 3.4. The resampling oracle 4 (M) applied to a perfect matching satisfying evéni does not
cause any new evefits such thatB ¢ T (A).

Proof. Observe that all the new edges that the resampling oracle tadd are incident to some vertex
matched byA. So if an evenfEz was not satisfied before the operation and it is satisfiedvediels, it must
be the case tha® contains some edge not presentdirbut sharing a vertex witid. Hence,A U B is not a
matching andd ~ B. O

3.4 Spanning trees

Here, the probability space is the set of all spanning trees ij,. Let us consider eventk4 for a set of
edgesA, whereE 4 occurs forT € Q iff A C T. DefineA ~ B for distinct A, B unlessA and B are
vertex-disjoint. Lu et al[[26, Lemma 7] show that this intfdefines alependencygraph for spanning trees.
It is worth emphasizing that in this scenario the (Pep) cthoadiholds (the more general conditign ([lop) is
not needed), but the scenario does not fall within the scopeedVioser-Tardos variable model. It does fall
within the scope of our framework, but one must design a nigiat resampling oracle.

To implement a resampling oracle in this setting, we will asea subroutine an algorithm to generate
a uniformly random spanning tree in a given gr&phThis can be done efficiently by several methods, for
example by a random walk [110].

Lemma 3.5. If A is a fixed forest and’ is a uniformly random spanning tree ik,, conditioned omA C T,
thenr 4(7") produces a uniformly random spanning treeAH.
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Algorithm 5 Resampling oracle for spanning trees
1: Function r4(T):
Check thatd C T, otherwisefalil .
LetWW = V(A), the vertices covered hy.
LetTy = (V\V) NT, the edges of” disjoint from V.
Let Fy = (VYY) \ T, the edges disjoint frori not present irf".
LetGe = (K, \ F1)/T; be a multigraph obtained by deletidg and contractind’.
Generate a uniformly random spanning tiedn G.
return 17 U T5.

Proof. First, observe that sincg, is a spanning tree afs = (K, \ F1)/T1, itis also a spanning tree of
K, /T, whereT; is a forest, and thereforg, U T5 is a spanning tree ok,,. We need to prove that it is a
uniformly random spanning tree.

First, we appeal to a known result [26, Lemma 6] stating thatrga forestF' in K,, with components
of sizes (number of verticed), fo, ..., fm, the number of spanning trees containifigs exactly

a1y i
i | s 3)

i=1

Equivalently (sincex”2 is the total number of spanning trees), for a uniformly randgpanning tred’,
Pr[F C T] =I[%, fi;/nfi~1. This has the surprising consequence that for vertexidisjorestsF;, F»,
we havePr[F; U F, C T] = Pr[Fy C T]- Pr[F; C T], i.e., the containment afy and F;, are independent
events. (In a general graph, the appearances of differeygseid a random spanning tree are negatively
correlated, but here we are in a complete graph.)

Let W = V(A) and letB be any forest o’/ \ W, i.e., vertex-disjoint fromA. By the above, the
appearance oB in a uniformly random spanning tree is independent of theeafance ofd. Hence, if
T is uniformly random, we hav€r[B C T | A C T] = Pr[B C T]. This implies that the distribution
of TN (V\2W) is exactly the same for a uniformly random spanning ffegs it is for one conditioned on
A C T (formally, by applying the inclusion-exclusion formula)jherefore, the forest; = 7N (V\2W) is
distributed as it should be in a random spanning tree réstrio1” \ .

The final step is that we exterid to a spanning tre&} U T,, whereT5 is a uniform spanning tree in
Gy = (K, \ F1)/T:. Note thatG+ is a multigraph, i.e., it is important that we preserve thétiplicity of
edges after contraction. The spanning tr€eén G, = (K, \ F1)/T; are in a one-to-one correspondence
with spanning trees if,, conditioned or?’n (V') = T7. This is because each such tfeextendsT} to
a different spanning tree df,,, and each spanning tree whére (V\2W) = T can be obtained in this way.

Therefore, for a fixed, T) U T» is a uniformly random spanning tree conditioned®m (V") = 1.
Finally, since the distribution df?} is equal to that of a uniformly random spanning tree restdi¢coV \ W,
Ty U T5 is a uniformly random spanning tree. O

Lemma 3.6. The resampling oracle4 (7") applied to a spanning tree satisfyitfgy does not cause any new
eventEp such thatB ¢ T (A).

Proof. Note that the only edges that we modify are those incideri¥’te= V (A). Therefore, any new
eventE that the operation af 4 could cause must be such thatcontains an edge incident W and not
contained inA. Such an edge shares exactly one vertex with some edgaimd henceB ~ A. O
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3.5 Composition of resampling oracles for product spaces

Suppose we have a product probability space Q1 x Qs x...xQn, Where on eack; we have resampling
oraclesr;; for eventsk;;, j € &;, with respect to a grap&';. Our goal is to show that there is a natural way
to combine these resampling oracles in order to handle £esr§t that are obtained by taking intersections
of the events;;. The following theorem formalizes this notion.

Theorem 3.7. Let(}y, ..., Qy be probability spaces, where for eath we have resampling oracles; for
eventsty;;, j € & with respect to a graplix;. LetQ = €y x 2y x ...Qy be a product space with the
respective product probability measure. For any getf pairs (i, j),j € & where each € [N] appears
at most once, define an evefif on 2 to occur in a statev = (wy,...,wn) iff £;; occurs inw; for each
(i,7) € J. Define a graphG on these events by ~ J' iff there exist pairi, j) € J, (i,5') € J' such that
j ~ j"in G;. Then there exist resampling oraclesfor the events”; with respect ta, which are obtained
by calling in succession each of the oraclgsfor (i, j) € J.

Proof. For notational simplicity, let us assume that on e&ghwe have a trivial eventr; = 2; and the
respective resampling oractg is the identity orf2;. Then we can assume that each collection of evénts
is in the formJ = {(1, 1), (2,72),...,(N,jn)}, where we sej, = 0 for components where there is no
event to resample. We define

rr(wi, .., wN) = (T, (W), 7255 (W2), . ., TN (WN))-

We claim that these are resampling oracles with respeGtas defined in the theorem.

Let us denote byu; the probability distribution orf2; and by the product distribution of2. For
the first condition, suppose that ~ u|g,. By the product structure d, this is the same as having
w = (wi,...,wy) Where the components are independent @and- W‘Eéu for each(?,j,) € J, and
we ~ e for components such thgt = 0. By the properties of the resampling oracles,, we have
r¢j,(we) ~ pe. Since the resampling oracles are applied with indepemaeiomness for each component,
we have

rr(w) = (rij (1), 725, (W2), - TGy (WN)) ~ i X p2 X XN = e

For the second condition, note thatuf ¢ Ej; andr;(w) € Ej, it must be the case that there is
(¢, 4¢) € Jand(¥, j;) € J' such thatv, ¢ Eyj, andry;, (w) € Eyj,. However, this is possible only ji ~ i
in the graphG,. By the definition ofG, this means thaf ~ J’ as well. O

As a result, we can extend our resampling oracles to spdae#/htuples of independent random per-
mutations, independent random spanning trees, etc. Stehsions are used in our applications.

4 Applications

Let us present a few applications of our framework. Our &ailbn to rainbow spanning trees is new, even
in the existential sense. Our applications to Latin trarsale and rainbow matchings are also new to the
best of our knowledge, although they could also have beairait using the framework of [21] and [2].
4.1 Rainbow spanning trees

Given an edge-coloring df,,, a spanning tree is called rainbow if each of its edges hastiacti color. The
existence of a single rainbow spanning tree is completedglved by the matroid intersection theorem: It
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can be decided efficiently whether a rainbow spanning tréstsefor a given edge coloring, and it can be
found efficiently if it exists. However, the existence of ttiple edge-disjoint rainbow spanning trees is more
challenging. An attractive conjecture of Brualdi and Hajsworth [11] states that # is even andk,, is
properly edge-colored by — 1 colors, then the edges can be decomposedrififarainbow spanning trees,
each tree using each color exactly once. Until recently,a$ wnly known that every such edge-coloring
contains2 edge-disjoint rainbow spanning treés [5]. In a recent dgreknt, it was proved that if every
color is used at most/2 times (which is true for any proper coloring) then there £%i&:/log n) edge-
disjoint rainbow spanning trees [12]. In fact this resuktres to be algorithmically efficient, although this
was not claimed by the authors. We prove that using our frasriewve can find2(n) rainbow spanning
trees under a slight strengthening of the coloring assumpti

Theorem 4.1. Given an edge-coloring oK,, such that each color appears on at mg%(%)% edges, at
Ieast3—12(§)7n edge-disjoint rainbow spanning trees exist and can be faud(»*) resampling oracle calls
with high probability.

This result relies on Theorem 1.3, our algorithmic versibthe LLL under the cluster expansion cri-
terion. To obtain the result with high probability, we apl@ea more refined bound that we state in Theo-
rem[5.44. We note that if there is constant multiplicativecklin the assumption on color appearances, the
number of resamplings improves(n?), using the result in Theoreln 5144 with constastack.

To prove the existential statement, we simply sam}g@)M independently random spanning trees and
hope that they will be (a) pairwise edge-disjoint, and (lmlvaw. This unlikely proposition happens to be
true with positive probability, thanks to the LLL and the @émbndence properties of random spanning trees
that we mentioned in Section 8.4. Given this setup, our fraonke implies that we can also find the rainbow
trees efficiently.

Proof. We apply our algorithm in the setting bindependent and uniformly random spanning ttBes. ., T; C
K, with the following two types of bad events:

. ng: For eachi € [t] and two edges # f in K, of the same coIorng occurs if{e, f} C T;

e EY: Foreach # j ¢ [t] and an edge in K,,, EZ occurs ife € T; N Tj.

Clearly, if no bad event occurs then theees are rainbow and pairwise edge-disjoint.

By (3) the probability of a bad event of the first typeHs[E? ;] = 3/n* if |e U f| = 3 andPr[E],] =
4/n? if |e U f| = 4. The probability of a bad event of the second typ®i&E] = (2/n)? = 4/n2, since
each of the two trees contairsindependently with probabilitg /n. Hence, the probability of each bad
event is upper-bounded ly= 4/n?.

In Section[3.4 we constructed a resampling oraciefor a single spanning tree. By Theorém]3.7,
this resampling oracle extends in a natural way to the getifrt independent random spanning trees. In
particular, for an evenEé Fowe defineré sasan application of the resampling orac|g r; to the tre€l;. For

an eventZ!, we definer? as an application of the resampling oracjg, independently to the treé and
Tj. Itis easy to check using TheorémI3.7 that for independefdramly random spanning trees conditioned
on either type of event, the respective resampling oradglemgges independent uniformly random spanning
trees.

Let us define the following dependency graph; we are somegdmservative for the sake of simplicity.
The graph contains the following kinds of edges:

e Ei; ~ E. whenever U f intersects’ U f’;

19



o E;f,EJ ~ E] whenever' intersects: U f;

.. Y =/ .
e EJ ~ E! | E!’ whenever' intersects.

We claim that the resampling oracle for any bad event careqca&s bad events only in its neighborhood.
This follows from the fact that the resampling oracle affeaty the trees relevant to the event (in the
superscript), and the only edges modified are those inctdghbse relevant to the event (in the subscript).

Let us now verify the cluster expansion criterion, introgdia@s [(CLL) in Sectioh 114, so that we may
apply Theorem 5.44. Let us assume that each color appeatsywwsty edges, and we generateandom
spanning trees. We claim that the neighborhood of each bext ean be partitioned intb cliques of size
(n — 1)(t — 1) and4 cliques of sizgn — 1)(q — 1).

First, let us consider an event of tyﬁéf. The neighborhood ong consists of: (1) eventEg,f, where
¢’ or f’ shares a vertex withU f; these events forn cliques, one for each vertex efJ f, and the size of
each clique is at mos$i — 1)(¢ — 1), since the number of incident edges to a vertex-isl, and the number
of other edges of the same color is at mpst 1. (2) eventsE’] wheree’ intersects U f; these events form
4 cliques, one for each vertex efJ f, and each clique has size at most— 1)(¢ — 1), since its events can
be identified with then — 1) edges incident to a fixed vertex and the remairtingl trees.

Second, let us consider an event of tyfé. The neighborhood o’ consists of: (1) eventE’,f, and

Ee,f, wheree intersectse’ U f'; these events form cliques, one for each vertex efand eitheri or j in
the superscript, and the size of each clique is at roost 1)(¢ — 1) by an argument as above. (2) events

E"7, B4 wheree' intersects; these events forn cliques, one for each vertex efand eitheri’;j or i’ in
the superscript. The size of each clique is at nfast 1)(¢ — 1), since the events can be identified with the
(n — 1) edges incident to a vertex and the remaining1 trees.

Considering the symmetry of the dependency graph, we sefaitebles for all events equal g@f =

y” = y. The cluster expansion criteria will be satisfied if we setplarameters so that

Y < Y
A+ =Dt -1+ -1 —-Dy)* ~ Xicree)remd ¥

P

whereFE denotes eitheEéf or EY. The second inequality holds due to the structure of thehheidhood of
each event that we described above. Wq/setﬁp = 43/n? and assume < yn,q < yn. The reader can
verify that with the settingg = (£)® andvy = 55(%)7, we getﬁ = 1. Therefore,

Bp < Y
L+496)* = (1+ (n—1)(t - Dy)*(1 + (n—1)(¢ — Dy)*
which verifies the assumption of Theorem 5.44. Thedrem Spliés that MaximalSetResample terminates

afterO((>_ yfzf + Zyéj)z) resampling oracle calls with high probability. The totahmher of events here

is O(tqn?) = O(n*) and for each event the respective variablg is O(1/n?). Therefore, the expected
number of resampling oracle calls@gn*). O

pS(

4.2 Rainbow matchings

Given an edge-coloring dk,,, a perfect matching is called rainbow if each of its edgesatdistinct color.
This can be viewed as a non-bipartite version of the problebatin transversals. Itis known that given any
proper (2n — 1)-edge-coloring ofK,,, (where each color forms a perfect matching), there existsdow
perfect matching[[38]. However, finding rainbow matchinggoathmically is more difficult. Achlioptas
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and lliopoulos([2] showed how to find a rainbow matchindiin, efficiently when each color appears on at
mostyn edges;y < 5- ~ 0.184. Our result is that we can do this for= 2L ~ 0.211. The improvement
comes from the application of the “cluster expansion” forfrthe local lemma, which is still efficient in our
framework. (We note that an updated version of the Achlisjliapoulos framework [3] also contains this

result.)

Theorem 4.2. Given an edge-coloring dk5,, where each color appears on at mq%n edges, a rainbow
perfect matching exists and can be foundifm?) resampling oracle calls with high probability.

In fact, we can find many disjoint rainbow matchings — up tan@dr number, if we replacé% above
by a smaller constant.

Theorem 4.3. Given an edge-coloring dk»,, where each color appears on at méé'n edges, at Ieasgén
edge-disjoint rainbow perfect matchings exist and can baddn O (n*) resampling oracle calls whp.

We postpone the proof to Sectibnl4.3, since it follows frommesult for Latin transversals.

Proof of Theoreri 412We apply our algorithm in the setting of uniformly randomfpet matchings\/ C
K, with the following bad events (identical to the setuplin]Zor every pair of edges, f of the same
color, E.; occurs if{e, f} < M. If no bad eventE,; occurs thenM is a rainbow matching. We also
define the following dependency graph,; ~ E.  unlesse, f, ¢, f’ are four disjoint edges. Note that
this is more conservative than the dependency graph wedmesi in Sectiof 313, where two events are
only connected if they do not form a matching together. Theenwonservative definition will simplify our
analysis. In any case, our resampling oracle is consistihttiis lopsidependency graph in the sense that
resamplingE,; can only cause new events, ; such thattl,; ~ E./ . We show that this setup satisfies
the criteria of the cluster expansion lemma.
Letq = 2Ln, p = m andy = (3)"p. Consider the neighborhood of a bad evE(E, ). It
contains all eventg, s such that there is some intersection among the eedggs’, f’. Such events can
be partitioned intet cliques: for each vertex € e U f, let Q, denote all the eventB,  such that € €
and f’ has the same color @& The number of edges incident tov is 2n — 1, and for each of them, the
number of other edges of the same color is by assumption atgnos. Therefore, the size @, is at most
(¢—1)(2n —1).

In the following, we use the short-hand notatigh= [I;c; vi- Consider the assumptions of the cluster
expansion lemma: for each eveit;, we should have

Yef
Pr[E.s] < .
°f 21g+(Eef),Ie|nd y!
We havePr[E.s] = p = m By symmetry, we set all the variablgs; to the same value,

Yes =y = (3)*p. Note that an independent subsef of( E, ;) can contain at most 1 event from each clique
Q,. (The eventE; itself is also contained in these cliques.) Therefore,

ooy < T+ D wer) <+ (@-DEn—1)y)t.

I§F+(Eef)716|nd vEeUf Ee/f/Equ
The reader can verify that; 1+ g, ) reing y! < (14+(g—1)(2n—1)y)* < (1+2n2($)*/(2n)»)* = ()%
Therefore,
Yy

>p
E[grﬂEef),Iemd y!
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which is the assumption of Theordm 5.44. By Theofeml5.44,iMalSetResample with the resampling
oracle for matchings and the dependency graph defined akbtfnd/a rainbow perfect matching in time
O(ZEef Yef ZEef log(1 4 yef)) = O((ZEef Yef)?) with high probability. The number of bad everfs,

is O(n?), because each color class Ii26:) edges so the number of edge pairs of equal colox(is®). We
havey.; = O(1/n?), and hence the total number of resampling®{&?) with high probability. O

4.3 Latin transversals

A Latin transversal in an x n matrix A is a permutationr € S,, such that the entried; ;) (“colors”) are
distinct fori = 1,2,...,n. In other words, it is a set of distinct entries, exactly ameach row and one in
each column. Itis easy to see that this is equivalent to atitpp&ersion of the rainbow matching problem:
A;; is the color of the edgg, j) and we are looking for a perfect bipartite matching wherealoraappears
twice. It is a classical application of the Lovasz Local lmenthat if no color appears more thg\lem times
in A then there exists a Latin transversall[16]. An improvemdrthis result is that if no color appears

more than%n times in A then a Latin transversal exisis [8]; this paper introduded“tluster expansion”

strengthening of the local lemma. (Note tlﬁ = i—j.) These results were made algorithmically efficient
by the work of Harris and Srinivasan [21].

Beyond finding one Latin transversal, one can ask whethee #vdst multiple disjoint Latin transver-
sals. A remarkable existential result was proved by Alorerer and Tetal[[7]: If. = 2 and each color
appears ind at mosten times ¢ = 10~10" in their proof), then4 can be partitioned inte disjoint Latin
transversals. Here, we show how to find a linear number ofiltedinsversals algorithmically.

Theorem 4.4. For anyn x n matrix A where each color appears at mt%étn times, there exist at Ieaé%n
disjoint Latin transversals, and they can be foundim?) resampling oracle calls w.h.p.

We note that again, if there is constant multiplicative klatthe assumption on color appearances,
the number of resamplings improves@n?). This also implies Theorein 4.3 as a special case: For an
edge-coloring ofK5,, where no color appears more thé}m times, let us label the vertices arbitrarily
(ut,...,up,v1,...,v,) construct a matrixd whereA,; is the color of the edgéu;, v;). If no color appears
more thanggn times, by Theorerh 414 we can firgén Latin transversals; these correspond to rainbow
matchings inKs,,.

Our approach to proving Theordm 4.4 is similar to the proofb&oren 4.1 samplégn indepen-
dently random permutations and hope that they will be (gpidis and (b) Latin. For reasons similar to
Theoreni 4.1, the local lemma works out and our framework #tkie algorithmic.

Proof. Lett = g—;n and letry, ..., be independently random permutations [oh We consider the
following two types of bad events:

o Eéf: qu each € [t] ande = (u,v), f = (z,y) € [n] x [n] such thatw # v,z # y, Ayy = Agy, the
eventE; . occurs ifr;(u) = v andm;(z) = y;

e EY: Foreach # j € [t] ande = (u,v) € [n] x [n], the event&y occurs ifr;(u) = mj(u) = v.

Clearly, if none of these events occurs then the permutation . . , ; correspond to pairwise disjoint Latin
1

transversals. The probability of a bad event of the first iyﬂhr[Eéf] = 2D and the probability for the

second type isPr[Eéj] = % Thus the probability of each bad event is at most —n(nl_l).
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It will be convenient to think of the pairs = (z,y) € [n] x [n] as edges in a bipartite complete
graph. As we proved in Sectién 8.2, the resampling oraclpdomutations is consistent with the following
lopsidependency graph graph.

. Eéf ~ Eé,f, whenever there is some intersection between the edgeand¢’, f/;

o [t

s EJ ~ EY whenever there is some intersection betweeande, f;

.. s ! 5 .
e EJ ~ E!  E’ whenever' intersects.

By Lemmd3.2, the resampling oracle for a given event nevgsasma new event except in its neighborhood.
Let us now verify the cluster expansion criteria. The caumthere is quite similar to the proof of
Theoren{ 4.1, so we skim over some details. The neighborhbedah eventEéf consist of8 cliques: 4

cliques of events of typé!, f and4 cliques of events of typé?éj, corresponding in each case to the 4
vertices ofe U f. In the first case, each clique has at me& — 1) events, determined by selecting an
incident edge and another edge of the same color. In the dezase, each clique has at masgt — 1)
events, determined by selecting an incident edge and anuthmutation.

The neighborhood of each eveA}’ also consists o cliques: 4 cliques of eventsE’,f, or Ee o
corresponding to the choice of eitheor j in the superscript, and one of the two verticeg.of he size of
each clique is at most(q— 1), determined by choosing an incident edge and another edbge s&me color.
Then, we havel cliques of eventsz/ or £/, determined by switching eithet or j’ in the superscript,
and choosing one of the verticescofThe size of each clique is at mostt — 1), determined by choosing
an incident edge and a new permutation in the superscript.

As a consequence, the cluster expansion criterion heranigsélexactly the same as in the case of

Theoreni 4.1: y

1+n(t—1Dy)*1 +nlg—1)y)*
We havep = ( 0 here and we sej Bp. Fort,q < ~n, it's enough to satlsfyw > 1, which

is achieved bys = (7) andy = 8—8. Therefore, Theorern 5.44 implies that MaximalSetResamjile
terminate withinO((>_ yéf + Y v )?) = O(n*) resampling oracle calls with high probability. O

PS(

5 Analysis of the algorithm

Here we provide the analysis of our algorithm and the proéfsun main theorems. In Sectidn 5.1, we

begin with the basic notions necessary for our analysis amtipling argument which forms the basis of all

our algorithmic results. In Sectién 5.2, we prove a weakanfof Theoreni_ 12 under the assumption that
the [GLL) criterion holds with some slack. In Sectionl5.3, mweoduce the independence polynomial of a
graph and summarize its fundamental properties that arertant for our analysis. In Sectidn 5.4, we prove
that our algorithm is efficient if Shearer’s criterion isished with ane slack. In Sectiof 515, we show that

in some sense this assumption is not necessary, becaugeeimrsatisfying Shearer’s criterion has some
slack available, and we quantify how large this slack isafynwe return to the weaker (but more practical)
variants of the local lemma: theé (GLL) and (CLL) criteria. \fpesent new combinatorial connections
between these criteria and Shearer’s criterion, whichrim itmply our main results on the efficiency of our

algorithm under thd (GIIL) and (CIIL) criteria (in Sectidn§and 5.7, respectively).
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5.1 Stable set sequences and the coupling argument

An important notion in our analysis is that sfable set sequence¥/e note that this concept originated in
the work of Kolipaka and Szegedy [24] which builds on Shéansork [36]. There are some similarities
but also differences in how this concept is applied here:tmably, our stable set sequences grow forward
in time, while the stable set sequences inl [24] grow backwatidne (which is similar to the Moser-Tardos
analysis|[[30]).

Definition 5.1. One execution of the outer repeat loop in MaximalSetResammlalled ariteration For a
sequence of non-empty séts= (14, ..., 1I;), we say that the algorithrfollows Z if I, is the set resampled
in iteration s for 1 < s < t, andl; is a set of the firsin events resampled in iteratianfor somem > 1 (a
prefix of the maximal independent set constructed in itenatj.

Recall thatind = Ind(G) denotes the independent sets (including the empty seteimyiidph under
consideration.

Definition5.2. Z = (I, I», ..., I;) is called astable set sequendely, . .., I; € Ind(G) andI;y; C I'"(Iy)
for eachl < s < t. We call the sequencgproperif each independent séf is nonempty.

Note that ifI; = () for somes, thenI; = () for all ¢ > s. Therefore, the nonempty sets always form a
prefix of the stable set sequence. Formally, we consider gtyesequence also a stable set sequence, of
lengthO.

Lemma 5.3. If MaximalSetResample follows a sequegte- (Jy, ..., J;), then7 is a stable set sequence.

Proof. By construction, the sef; chosen in each iteration is independenginFor each € J,, we execute
the resampling oracle;. Recall thatr; executed on a satisfied evefit can only cause new events in the
neighborhood™* (i) (and this neighborhood is not explored again until the foify iteration). SinceJ; is

a maximal independent set of satisfied events, all the egatitfied in the following iteration are neighbors
of some event i/, i.e., Js11 € T'H(Js). In the last iteration, this also holds for a subset of thamgsed
events. ]

We use the following notation: Fare [n], p; = Pr,[E;]. ForS C [n], p° = [[,c¢pi- For a stable set
sequenc€ = (I1,...,I;),pr = HZ=1 pls. We relate stable set sequences to executions of the hlgoliy
the following coupling argument. Although the use of stadesequences is inspired byl[24], their coupling
argument is different due to its backward-looking natuimaifar to [30]), and their restriction to the variable
model.

Lemma 5.4. For any proper stable set sequernte= (11, I, ..., I;), the probability that the MaximalSet-
Resample algorithm follows is at mosipz.

Proof. GivenZ = (I, 1s,...,I;), let us consider the followingZ-checking” random process. We start
with a random state ~ p. In iterations, we process the events fifin the ascending order of their indices.
For each € I, we check whethev satisfiest;; if not, we terminate. Otherwise, we apply the resampling
oracler; and replacev by r;(w). We continue fors = 1,2,...,t. We say that th&€-checking process
succeeds if every event is satisfied when checked and thegwogns until the end.

By induction, the state after each resampling oracle call is distributed according. Assuming this
was true in the previous step and conditionedHrsatisfied, we have ~ u|g,. By assumption, the re-
sampling oracle-; removes this conditioning and produces again a random stat¢ ~ p. Therefore,
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whenever we check evei;, it is satisfied with probabilityPr, [F;] (conditioned on the past). By a tele-
scoping product of conditional probabilities, the proltiabthat theZ-checking process succeeds is exactly
IToei ier, PrulEi] = ITozy 0™ = p1.

To conclude, we argue that the probability that Maximal®&stinple follows the sequengds at most
the probability that theZ-checking process succeeds. To see this, suppose that ke ddaximalSet-
Resample and th&-checking process, so they use the same source of randamimesach iteration, if
MaximalSetResample includeésn J;, it means that; is satisfied. Both procedures apply the resampling
oracler;(w) and by coupling the distribution in the next iteration is #@ne. Therefore, the event that
MaximalSetResample follows the sequefids contained in the event that tlechecking process succeeds,
which happens with probabilityz. O

We emphasize that we dmt claim that the distribution of the current staie= 2 is 1 after each resam-
pling oracle call performed by the MaximalSetResamplerdlgm. This would mean that the algorithm is
not making any progress in its search for a state avoidingvalhts. It is only th&-checking process that
has this property.

Definition 5.5. Let Stab denote the set of all stable set sequences g the set of proper stable set
sequences. Let us denoteSmub, the set of stable set sequengés .. ., I;) of length?, and byStab,(J)

the subset obtab, such that the first set in the sequencéeisSimilarly, denote byrop, the set of proper
stable set sequences of lengttand byProp(.J) the subset oProp such that the first set in the sequence is
J.ForZ = (I,...,I;) € Prop, letus callo(Z) = 3" _, |I,| the total size of the sequence.

Lemma 5.6. The probability that MaximalSetResample runs for at I¢atstrations is at mos} 7 ¢p,op, Pz-
The probability that MaximalSetResample resamples at leesents is at MOSE 7cp qp. (1) =5 PZ-

Proof. If the algorithm runs for at leadt iterations, it means that it follows some proper sequehce
(I1,I,...,1I;). By Lemmd5.4, the probability that the algorithm followsatiular stable set sequente
is at mostpz. By the union bound, the probability that the algorithm rémsat least/ iterations is at most
ZI:(Il,...,Ig)EProp pz.

Similarly, if the algorithm resamples at leasevents, it means that it follows some proper sequénce
of total sizes(Z) = s. By the union bound, the probability of resampling at leasvents is upper-bounded

by ZZGProp:o(Z):s pz. O

We note that these bounds could be larger thaand thus vacuous. The events that “the algorithm
follows Z = (I4,...,1y)" are disjoint for different sequences of fixed total siz€), while they could
overlap for a fixed lengtif (because we can takk to be different prefixes of the sequence of events
resampled in iteration). In any case, the upper boundaf on each of the events could be quite loose.

5.2 A simple analysis: the General Lo@&sz Lemma criterion, with slack

In this section we will analyze the algorithm under the agstion that the[(GLL) criterion holds with some
“slack”. This idea of exploiting slack has appeared in ppasgi work, e.g.,[[30, 13, 20, 24]. This analysis
proves only a weaker form of TheorémI1.2. The full proof, viahiemoves the assumption of slack, appears
in Sectiof 5.b.

To begin, let us prove the following (crude) bound on the eig® number of iterations. We note that
this bound is typically exponentially large.
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Lemma 5.7. Provided that they; satisfy the[GLL) criterion, p; < z; [[;cr ;) (1 — 2;), we have

Proof. It will be convenient to work with sequences of fixed lengtlmane we pad by empty sets if necessary.
Note that by definition this does not change the valuenf e.g.,pr, 1,y = P, 10,0 Recall that
Staby(J) denotes the set of all stable set sequences of lehgthere the first set isy. We show the
following statement by induction ofi For anyJ € Ind and any? > 1,

.
Z pr < Hl—]xj' (4)

TEStaby(J) jeJ

This is true for¢ = 1, sincep;) = p! < H]EJ x; by the LLL assumption. Let us consider the
expression fof + 1. We have

> =9 > Y <
I'eStaby41(J) J'CI+(J) Z€Stab,(J") J'CIr+(J) zeJ’
by the inductive hypothesis. This can be simplified usingidfiewing identity:

H 1+ ;) = Z Hozz (5)

e+ (J) LT+ (J)ieh

We use this withy; = *.-. Therefore,

Y s T (i) =0 11

Z'eStabyi1(J) el (J) €+ (J

Now we use the LLL assumption:

= H]%’SH T H(l—xj) < Hxl H (1 - )

ieJ icJ jJET (i) i€  jer+(J)\J
because each elementlof (J) \ J appears id’(:) for at least oneé € J. We conclude that
1 Zj
D | | R Vi i Hl—xj'
I'€Staby(J) i€ jer+(I)\J e+ (J) ieJ

This proves[(4).
Adding up over all setd C [n], we again usd (5) to obtain

2 pr < f[<1+1—332> :fh_lxi‘

ZeStaby, JCn) jEJ i=1

As we argued above, this can be written equivalently as

n

>3 s I

k=1Z€cProp i=1
Since this is true for every, and the left-hand-side is non-increasingljrthe sequence a&s— oo has a
limit and the bound still holds in the limit. O
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The following is our first concrete result: our algorithm fiaent if (GLL) is satisfied with a slack.
Theorem 5.8. If (GLL) is satisfied with a slack af i.e.
PrlE] < — . — .
Hr[E,] < (1—e€)ay H{ (1 —xj)
JET(4)
then with probabilityl — e~* MaximalSetResample resamples at fﬁ’qst—i- Sl ) events.

Proof. By Lemma5.6, the probability that MaximalSetResample mgsas more thas events is at most
> _Tepropo(T)=[s] Pz Wherepz is the product ofp; = Pr,[E;] over all events in the sequenge By the
slack assumption, we haye < (1 — ¢)p} andpz < (1 — E)U(I)pl, wherep), = z; H]eF (1 —z;). Using
Lemmd5.7, we obtain

n
< 1— €8
O SR R | bt
Z€eProp ZeProp i=1
o(Z)=[s]

Fors = £(t+ i, In =), we obtain

S
IA
:
s
—_
|
8
IA

ZeProp i=1
Therefore, the probability of resampling more thagvents is at most—. O

5.3 Preliminaries on Shearer’s criterion

In this section we discuss a strong version of the local lerdugato Shearer [36]. Shearer’'s lemma is based
on certain forms of the multivariate independence polyrmbnwe recall thap’ denoted [, p;.

Definition 5.9. Given a graphGG and value, . .., p,, define for eacltt C [n]
gs = qs(p) = > (—=1)"Iph. 6)
I€lnd
SCI

Note thatgs = 0 for S ¢ Ind. An alternative form of these polynomials that is also uksfwbtained
by summing over subsets 6f

Definition 5.10. Given a graphG and values, . . ., p,, define
gs = dsp) = > (=1)!"lp".
Ieind
ICS
The following set plays a fundamental role.
Definition 5.11. Given a graph(7, the Shearer region is the semialgebraic set

S={pe(0,)" :VI€lnd, g;/(p) >0} (7a)
= {pe(0,1)" : VS Cn], 4s(p) >0} (7b)
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The equivalence betwedn{7a) ahd|(7b) is proven below im{Eai9.
Shearer’'s Lemma can be stated as follows.

Lemma 5.12 (Shearer([36]) Let G be a lopsidependency graph for the evehts..., F,. Letp;, =
Pr,[E;] € (0,1). If p € S thenPr, [N, Ei] > qp.

It is known that Shearer's Lemma implies Theolend 1.1, as vileseg in Sectioii 516, and in fact gives
the tight criterion under which all events can be avoidedafgiven dependency gragh The polynomials
qs(p) andggs(p) have a natural interpretation in the Shearer region: Tleag'tight instance” wheres(p)
is the probability that the set of occurring events is eya6tlandgs(p) is the probability that none of the
events inS occur. In particulargy(p) = gp,)(p) is exactly the probability that no event occurs. (See [36] fo
more details.)

5.3.1 Properties of independence polynomials

In this section we summarize some of the important propedfd¢hese polynomials, most of which may be
found in earlier work. Since some of the proofs are not easgdover due to different notation and/or their
analytic nature (in case af [35]), we provide short comlonat proofs for completeness.

Claim 5.13(The “fundamental identity”. Shearer [36], Scott-Sokdl[&(g. (3.5)]) For anya € S, we have
ds = 4s\{a} — Pa " 4s\I'(a)-

Proof. Every independent sétC S either containg or does not. In addition, i € I thenI is independent
iff 7\ {a} is an independent subset$f\ I'* (a). O

Claim 5.14 (Shearer([36], Scott-Sokal [35, Eq. (2.52)For everyS C [n],

gs = Y. av

YC[n]\S

Proof. By definition of gy,

S o= 3 S = S Y (v,

YC[n]\S Y| n]\SIGInd Ielnd  YCI\S

If I\ 'S # ( then the last alternating sum is zero. Therefore, the surplies tOZIemd;zgs(—l)'I'pI = (s

as required. O
Claim 5.15 (Shearerl[36])

Z 495 = Z qs =

J€lnd SCln]
Proof. SetS = ) in Claim[5.14 and use the fact that = 1. O

Claim 5.16 (Scott-Sokal([35, Eq. (2.48)])For I € Ind,

ar = P Gupr -
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Proof. GivenI € Ind, each independent sdt O I can be written uniquely ag = I U K where K is
independent an& NT'*(I) = (). So,

a= Y (Wt =pt N ()FpE = pl G-
JEInd: ICJT Kelnd
KC[n\I'* (1)

Lemma 5.17(Kolipaka-Szegedy [24, Lemma 15]For any ! € Ind

ar = p ZQS

SCI+(I)
Proof. By Claim[5.16 and Claii 5.14, we haye = p’ - q,\r+1) = p’ > scr+(r 45, as required. O
Claim 5.18 (Simultaneous positivity ofs andgs). Assume thap € [0, 1]™. Then
qr >0 VI € Ind = ds > qp VS C [n] (8)
Gs20VSC] = azp"-g, vIeind (9)

Proof. (8) follows from Claim5.1#4 (sincey = 0 for Y ¢ Ind). To see[(), first note that > 0 for all
I € Ind, by Claim[5.16. Consequently, by Claim Bl 14, = ming ¢s. Clearly,p"l = min; p. It follows

from Claim[5.16 again that; = pl : é[n]\erU) > p[n} : ij[n] ]
Claim 5.19. The two characterizations of the Shearer regiffg)and (70), are equivalent.

Proof. By Claim[5.18, if¢y > 0 andgs > 0 V.S C [n], thengs > 0 for all S C [n]. Conversely, ifjs > 0
for all S C [n], theng; > p"lg,) > 0forall I € Ind. O

Claim 5.20 (Monotonicity of, Scott-Sokal([35, Theorem 2.10]).etp € [0, 1]™.
ds(p) >0 VS C [n] = 4s(p)) 2 ds(p) YO<p' <p, VS C[n]

Proof. First consider the case thatndyp’ differ only in coordinate. For anyS C [n], Claim[5.138 implies
thata%icjg(p) = —s\r+(;)(p) and 32qs =0. Thus,

v w u

gs(p') = qs(p) + (pi — p}) - ds\r+ i) (P) > ds(p).
The case that’ andp differ in multiple coordinates is handled by induction. O

Claim 5.21 (Log-submodularity ofjs, Scott-Sokall[35, Corollary 2.27])For anyp € S and A, B C [n],
we haveja - 4 > daus - AnB-

Proof. We claim that for any: € S C T, we have

UQS > un . (10)
as\{a} a7\{a}

1L \Ne obtain the claim above by settisg= A,

By induction, this implies that for a >
qS\R q

T=AUB,andR = A\ B.




We prove [(ID) again by induction, dff"|. For |T'| = 1, the statement is trivial. Lef’| > 1. By
Claim[5.13, we have

ds = ds\{a} — Pads\r+(a)
and
dr = 4r\{a} — PadT\I'+(a)-
Let us denoteS N T'*(a) = {a, s1,. .., sk }. We apply [ID) to strict subsets SfandT’, to obtain

ds\1+(a) _ HQS\{a,sl,...,si,hsi} < HQT\{G781,---78i—1,Sz‘} _ a7\ (SNT+(a)) < dr\r+(a)

ds\{a} 0 AS\{as1,emsion} 7 IT\{as1,sio1} irn{a} d7\{a}
where in the last step we used the monotonicityefn 7' (again from Claini.5.113). This implies (1L0):
_ gs -1 _paq€\r+(a) > 1 _patkf\ﬁ(a) = qr '
4s\{a} 45\{a} 47\ {a} 47\ {a}

O
Claim 5.22 (Log-submodularity ofjs). For anyp € Sand A, B C [n], we havej4 - ¢ > qauB - 4AnB-
Proof. We can assumd U B € Ind; otherwise the right-hand side is zero. By Claim 5.16, weehav
a4 a8 = P duprray PP A+ (8-

By Claim[5.21,

Am\e+(A) P\ +H(B) 2 A\ (A)UTH(B)) * din]\(D+(A)AT+(B)) -
Here we use the fact that" (A) UTH(B) =Tt (AU B), andl' (A) NIt (B) 2 I'* (A N B). Therefore,
by the monotonicity ofjg,

dm\D+(4) " d@\D+H(B) 2 dIn)\T+(AUB) * dn]\[+(ANB)-
Also, pApB = pAYBpANB  Using Claini5.16 one more time, we obtain

ANB »
: din

A o
qa-4qB 2 p UBQ[n}\H(AuB) "D I\['+(AnB) = 4AUB " 4ANB-

Claim 5.23. Suppose that € S. For any setS C [n],
47 sy
S < I (1 +22).
jcs o iy ( qp >

Proof. The proof is by induction or¥, the caseS| < 1 being trivial. Fix anys € S. Claim[5.22 implies
thatgsis - qp < qqs) - qs foranyJ C S\ {s}. Summing over/ yields

Z qJj+s < @ Z q_J
JCs % q0
CS\{s} JCS\{s}
Adding > ;c 5\ (s} 4 to both sides yields
YU (i) v ©
jcs 07 jCsngsy 10

The claim follows by induction. O
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Claim 5.24. If gy > 0 then it = % — 1.

Proof. By Claim[5.14,
i +qp Jin)\{i
1_1_@:‘]@ q{}:q[u}\{}.
qp qp d[n]

Claim 5.25 (Kolipaka-Szegedyi [24, Theorem 5] (1 +¢)p € S then% < % for eachi € [n].

Proof. Note thatg,) ;1 (p) does not depend o, while g, (p) is linear inp;. Also, both quantities are
equal atp; = 0: we haveq, (p1,.--,0 - pi,---,Pn) = Gn)\3(p)- Since(l + €)p € S, we know that
dn) (P15, (L + €)piy ... ,pn) > 0. By linearity, g, (p) > 15 qjn)\(i3 (). Claim[5.24 then implies that

q{_i}gl_ 0
qp €

5.3.2 Connection to stable set sequences

Kolipaka and Szegedy showed that stable set sequences teldie independence polynomials. The
following is the crucial upper-bound for stable set seqeenehen Shearer’s criterion holds. In fact, this
result is subsumed by Lemrha 527 but we present the uppedbivan with a shorter proof.

Lemma 5.26(Kolipaka-Szegedy [24])If gs > 0 for all S C [n] andgy > 0, then

S < viemd vzl
TeStaby () gl

Proof. We proceed by induction: fof = 1, there is only one such stable set sequefice: (J). By
Lemmal5.1V, we have; = p’ Yscr()ds > p’qp. (Recall thatgs > 0 for all S C [n].) Hence,

py =p" <as/q.
The inductive step: every stable set sequence starting Jvitlas the formZ = (J,J’,...) where

J' C T (J). Therefore,
> pr=p" > > o (11)

ZeStaby(J) J'€lnd  ZeStaby_q(J')
JICTH()

By the inductive hypothesi$, 7c b, () Pz < ¢77/q9- Also, recall thay, = 01if J' ¢ Ind. Therefore,

> om<y Y B

TeStaby(J) gcrry B

using Lemm&5.17 to obtain the last equality. O

The inequality in LemmB15.26 actually becomes an equalitf/-asco, as shown in Lemma5.27. This
stronger result is used only tangentially in Secfion 5.6u2 ,we provide a detailed proof in order to clarify
the arguments of Kolipaka and Szegedyi [24].

Lemma 5.27(Kolipaka-Szegedy [24, Theorem 14Jfor a dependency grap&y andpy,...,p, € (0,1),
the following statements are equivalent:

1. gp > 0andgs > Oforall S C [n].
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2. forall J €Ind, g5 > OandZZGProp(J)pI = q7/q-

3. > zeprop(s) Pz is finite for each/ € Ind.

Proof. First, note thatProp(J) = (J;2, Prop,(J), and Ule Prop,(J) can be identified wittbtab,(.J),
since each proper sequenceof length at most can be padded with empty sets to obtain a sequence
in Stab,(J) (andpz does not change). Therefor®,;cp,oos) Pz = liMyo0 D 7egian,(s) Pz- Thisis a

non-decreasing sequence; the limit exists but could beit@fihet us denoteuy) = D _TeStab,(s) Pz @nd

wh = limy_ 0w} = > eprop(s) P+ Let us definel to be the following linear operator d'™:

(Mz); = pt Z xJ.

Using this notation, the identity (11) can written compgaab w® = Mw“b. Inductively, w® =
M=™W | andw* = limy_,o Mw™.

1 = 2: Assume now thais > 0 for all S C [n] andgy > 0. Lemma5.2b proves that this implies
W7 =3 Teprop(s) PT = iMemsoo Y 7esian, (1) PT < 4/q0- Clearlyd - rep,op(sy Pz > 0, SO this also implies
thatq; > O for all J € Ind.

Note thatw(! is the column of\f corresponding tof = (: M,y = p’ for eachI € Ind. Therefore, we
can writew® = Mw©, wherew®) = ¢ is the canonical basis vectoriti"® corresponding té. We have
w* = limy_yoo Mfw® = limy_,oc M*w®). We may subtract these two limits since we have shown that
everyw* is finite, obtaininglimg_, ., M*(w") — w®)) = 0. We note thatv)) — (%) has strictly positive
coordinates fod # (), and0 for I = ().

By Lemmd5.1V, we havé/q = ¢ for the vectorg € R'™ with coordinates;;. Conside%q —w®, a
nonnegative vector with in the coordinate corresponding ffo\We can choosg > 0 large enough so that
coordinate-wise() < %q —w® < B(w™ —w®). From this we derive that

0< iq —w* = lim M* (iq — w(0)> < B lim Mg(w(l) — w(o)) =0,
qp £—00 qp £—00
so equality hqlo_ls throughout. Recalling the definition.gf we conclude tha} 7 p,o,(/) Pz = W) = %qJ.

2 = 3: Trivial.

3 = 1: Letp € (0,1)" be the vecto(py,...,p,). We can assume thating gs(p) < 0, otherwise
we are done by Claim 5.118. Let us consider the valuegain the line{ A\p : A € [0,1] }. Definex* =
inf{\ € (0,1] : ming gs(A\p) < 0}. We observe thaining gs(Ap) > 0 for 0 < A < 1/n, which can
be verified directly by considering the alternating sum deginjs. (Intuitively, Shearer's Lemma holds
in this region just by the union bound.) Therefore, we hate> 0. Furthermore continuity also implies
ming ¢s(A*p) = 0, so Clain{5.1B yieldgy(A*p) = ¢pn)(A*p) = 0. ForA € [0, \*) we haveming gs(\p) >
0, so by Claini 5.18 we also havein;¢|,q ¢ (Ap) > 0. This shows that the conditiahholds at the poindp,
for A € [0, A7), so we may use the implicatioh = 2: > 7cp,op(5)(AP)z = ¢s(Ap)/q9(Ap). LetJ € Ind
be such thay ;(\*p) > 0; such aJ must exist by Claini 5.15. By the monotonicity pf = HIeZpI in the
variablesp, ..., p,, we have

27(Ap)

S . S i T _
Y. opr= ), (Wpr 2 liminf Y7 (p)r = liminf wOp) =
ZeProp(J) ZeProp(J) ZeProp(J)
asq;(A"p) > 0 butgy(A*p) = 0. This contradicts the assumpti@rthat} 7. p,q,s) Pz is finite. O
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From ClainT5.1b, we obtain immediately the following.
Corollary 5.28. If g¢ > 0 for all S C [n] andgy > 0,

E pr = —
ZeProp

Remark. An equivalent statement using the language of “traces” azde the recent manuscript of Knuth
[23, Page 86, Theorem F], together with a short proof usimegding functions. Furthermore, using

Claim[5.14, we may derive
q n A
S Y om-y-te
JCA TeProp(J) jca 10

for any A C [n]. This statement, in the language of traces, also appearsiuthl§ draft [23, Page 87,
Equation (144)].

Summary at this point. By Lemmal5.6 and Corollary 5.28, MaximalSetResample presiu state in
N, E; after at mostl /gy iterations in expectation. However, this should not be eiéwas a statement of
efficiency. Shearer's Lemma proves tiat, [}, E;] > gy SO, in expectation] /gy independent samples
from 1 would also suffice to find a state fQl_, E;.

Sectiori 5.4 improves this analysis by assuming that SHearéerion holds with some slack, analogous
to the result in Sectidn 5.2. Sectionl5.5 then removes the foe¢hat assumption — it argues that Shearer’s
criterion always holds with some slack, and provides qteiite bounds on that slack.

5.4 Shearer’s criterion with slack

In this section we consider scenarios in which Shearerteraon holds with a certain amount of slack. To
make this formal, we will consider another vecigrof probabilities withp < p’ € S. For notational
convenience, we will let; denote the valueg(p’) and letgs denotegs(p) as before. Let us assume that
Shearer’s criterion holds with some slack in the followiregural sense.

Definition 5.29. We say thap € (0,1)" satisfies Shearer’s criterion with coefficients at a slack of, if
= (1 + ¢)pis still in the Shearer regio& and ¢y = gs(p’).
Theorem 5.30. Recall thatp; = Pr,[E;]. If thep; satisfy Shearer’s criterion with coefﬁmeq@ at a slack
of e € (0,1), then the probability that MaximalSetResample resamplee rlinan6 (ln e t) events is at
0

moste—t.

Proof. By Lemma5.6, the probability that MaximalSetResample mgsas more thas events is at most
ZZepmp:om:[s] pz. By the slack assumption, we have

Prresample more thanevent$ < Y pr < (1+6¢)™° Y pf
ZeProp ZeProp
o(I)=[s] o(I)=[s]
since we havey), = (1 + €)p; for each event appearing in a sequefice The hypothesis is that the
probabilitiesp, satisfy Shearer’s criterion with a bound qg Consequently, Corollarly 5.8 implies that

> TePropo(T)=[s] PT < >zeprop Pr < 1/4j- Thus, fors = —(ln + t) we obtain

1 1 / 1
Prresample more thanevent$ < (1 +¢)°= < e—*/?— < ¢ W@t _ — o=t

dy @ dp
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O

In other words, the probability that MaximalSetResamplgumes more thar% In(1/qp) resamplings
decays exponentially fast; in particular the expected remab resampled events (Q(% ln(l/qé))). This
appears significantly better than the trivial boundl@fy; still, it is not clear whether this bound can be
considered “polynomial”. In the following, we show thatdHeads in fact to efficient bounds, comparable
to the best known bounds in the variable model.

Corollary 5.31. If the p; satisfy Shearer’s criterion with coefficient§ at a slack ofe € (0, 1), then the
probability that MaximalSetResample resamples more than

2 " q,{-}
E(j;lm(ljt qf )+t>

0

events is at most .

Proof. By Claim[5.1% and Claih 5.23, we have
lnl, = lnzq—‘lj < Zln<1—|— >
qy =

The result follows from Theorem 5.130. O

/
945
)

Next, we provide a simplified bound that depends only on thewarnof slack and the number of events.
This is analogous to a bound 6f(n/¢) given by Kolipaka-Szegedy [24] in the variable model.

Theorem 5.32.1f py, . .., p, satisfy Shearer’s criterion at a slack et (0, 1), then the expected number of
events resampled by MaximalSetResampl(islog %).

Proof. Letp’ = (1 + ¢/2)p. By assumption(1 + ¢/3)p’ < (1 + €)p € S. Thereforep’ still hase/3 slack
so by Claini5.2b, the coefficients, = ¢s(p’) satisfyqé—f} < 3. The pointp satisfies Shearer’s criterion
0

with coefficientsg at a slack ofe/2, so by Corollary’5.31, the probability that we resample b
4(nln(1+ 2) + t) events is at most~". In expectation, we resampf(Z log 1) events as claimed. O

5.5 Quantification of slack in Shearer’s criterion

In the previous section, we proved a bound on the number afmplings in the MaximalSetResample
algorithm, provided that Shearer’s criterion is satisfigthva certain slack. In fact, from Definitidn 5111
one can observe that the Shearer region i®pen setand therefore there is always a certain amount of
slack. However, how large a slack we can assume is not a ptear. In particular, one can compare with
Kolipaka-Szegedyl [24] where a bound is proved on the exgdeatenber of events one has to resample
in the variable model: If Shearer’s criterion is satisfiedhwdoefficientsyg, then the expected number of
resamplings is at most_;" ; q1iy/q [24]. In this section, we prove that anywhere in the Sheagion,
there is an amount of sladhversely proportional to this quantityvhich leads to a bound similar to that of
Kolipaka and Szegedy [24].

Lemma 5.33. Let (p1,...,ps) € (0,1)" be a point in the Shearer region. Let= qy/(2> 7", qf;) and
p; = (1 + ¢)p;. Then(p, ..., p,) is also in the Shearer region, ang(p’) > 2q¢(p).
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Before proving the lemma, let us consider the partial déviea of thegg polynomials.

Claim 5.34. For anyi € S,

qs y
a—pi — gS\I'+(q)
and for anyj € S\ I'*(4),
*§s

OpiOp; = dS\r+(\IF ()
For other choices of, j, the partial derivatives ard. In particular, for any point in the Shearer region,

Gis < 0and 24 > 0.

Due to Claini5.34, we may say th@i(p1, . .., p,) is “continuous supermodular” in the Shearer region.

Proof. For anyi € S, we havegs = qg\{i} — pids\r+@;) by Claim[5.18. The polynomialg, (;, and
ds\r+(;) do not depend op; and henceag]?f is equal to—gs\r+(;)- Repeating this argument one more time
forje S \ F"'( ) we getap —dg\p+(i) = ;fjg\ﬁ@\{j} +pjcjg\r+(i)\p+(j). Again,ds\m(i)\{j} and
ds\r+(i)\r+ ;) do not depend op; and hencea‘;% = dS\T+()\I+(j)-

Clearly, we havejls = 0 unlessi € 5, and a?; g; — Qunlessi € S andj € S\ I'*(i). Since all the
coefficientsjs are positive in the Shearer region, we hgffé < 0 and Bijg;j > 0 for all i, ;. O

Now we can prove Lemnia 5.B83.

Proof. Consider the line segment from = (p1,...,p,) to p' = (p!,...,p}) wherep, = (1 + €)p;,
_ 4 < 40 _ Mt A\ <

€= 3 q{ . Note thatp; < (1 + a0 })p, a PP ma P S 1 by Claim[5.14, Claini 5.16

and Clamﬂb Let us define

Qo(N) = qo((1+N)p1,..., (1 + N)pn).

By the chain rule and Claiin 5.B4, we have

dQ@ = szaq@ _ —szqm\rw ZQ{}

where we used Clailn 5.1L6 in the last equality. Assuming that \)p = ((1 + A\)p1,..., (1 + A)py) isin
the Shearer region, we also have by Claim b.34

Qy _ zn: 9%qy
d)\2 - 8p,-8pj

pipj = 0.

That is,Qg()) is a convex function foi > 0 as long ag1 + A)p is in the Shearer region. Our goal is to
prove that this indeed happens foE [0, €].

Assume for the sake of contradiction thdt+ \)p is not in the Shearer region for somec [0, €],
and letA* be the minimum such value (which exists since the complemietie Shearer region is closed).
By Claim[5.18, anywhere in the Shearer regign= ¢, is the minimum of thejs coefficients; hence by
continuity it must be the case that,((1 + A\*)p) is the minimum coefficient amongs((1 + A*)p) for all
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S C [n], andQy(N*) = ¢ ((1 4+ A*)p) < 0. On the other hand, by the minimality af, Qy(\) is positive
and convex or0, A*) and therefore

* *dQﬂ * - = 1
> — = qp — N> gp — L= =
Qo(A") = Qu(O) + A" | = a— A ;qm > q E;Q{z} 5% > 0,
which is a contradiction. Therefor€y(\) is positive and convex for all € [0, €]. By the same computation
as aboveQy(€) > Sqp. O

This implies our main algorithmic result under Shearerigedon.

Theorem 5.35. Let E4, ..., E, be events and lgt; = Pr,[FE;]. Suppose that the three subroutines de-
scribed in Sectioh 1.7l.1 exist.gdfc S then the probability that MaximalSetResample resamples than

4300 (o In(1 + %) + 1 4 ¢) events is at most .

We note that the corresponding result in the variable m@ilWwas that the expected number of resam-
plings is at mosd ", q;—@} Here, we obtain a bound which is at most quadratic in thisititya

Proof. Directly from Theoreni 5.30 and Lemrha 5l33: Giveim the Shearer region, Lemrha 5.33 implies
that p in fact satisfies Shearer’s criterion with a boundq@fz %‘2’ at a slack ofe = %‘Z’/Zﬁzl qi- BY
Theorem 5,30, the probability that MaximalSetResamplamgdes more thar events is at most ¢,

where
2 1 4 & 1
s=—-|In—+1t] < — qsi <ln—+1+t>.
€ ( i ) ap ; A\ g
i i n q{;
Using Claimi5.2B, we can replate ;- by 37 In(1 + =), 0

5.6 The General LLL criterion, without slack

Shearer's Lemma (Lemnia 5]12) is a strengthening of themaiigiovasz Local Lemma (Theorem 11.1): if
p1,- .., pp satisfy [GLL) then they must also satisfy Shearer’s ciitefi € S. Nevertheless, there does not
seem to be a direct proof of this fact in the literature. Sée[86] indirectly proves this fact by showing
that, whenp ¢ S it is possible thaPr[, E;] = 0, so the contrapositive of Theordm11.1 implies that
(GLL) cannot hold. Scott and Sokal prove this fact using wi@aproperties of the partition function [35,
Corollary 5.3]. In this section we establish this fact by smeentary, self-contained proof.

We then establish Theoreim 11.2, our algorithmic form of Tkedil.l in the general framework of
resampling oracles. Unlike the simpler analysis of Sedi@h the analysis of this section does not assume
any slack in the[(GLL) criterion.

Lemma 5.36. Suppose that satisfieg(GLL). Then, for everys C [n] anda € S, we have

w

qs

C > 1—x,.

ds\{a}
Corollary 5.37 ((GLL) implies Shearer)If p satisfies{GLL) thenp € S.
Proof. For anyS C [n], write itasS = {si,...,si}. Induction yields

o k v
I [ Hevewrd > T -2) > 0.

qp i=1 (j{sl,...,sifl}

The claim follows sincey; = 1. O
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Corollary 5.38. If p satisfie{GLL) then &=t q{‘” <

— 1 :ca
Proof. Lemm&5.3b yieldsq% < 12—, so the result follows from Claifa 5.25. O

Proof (of Lemmd5.36). We proceed by induction [8f}. The base casé, = (), is trivial: there isna: € S
to choose. Conside§ # () and an element € S. By Claim[5.13, we havés = gg\ (4} — Pads\1+(a)- BY
the inductive hypothesis applied iteratively to the elets@fi(S\ {a})\ (S\T'"(a)) = '(a) NS, we have

dsvay = dsvrr@ ] (- =)
iel(a)NS

Therefore, we can write

ds = 4s\{a} — Pads\r+(a) = ds\{a} | 1 — = :
[Lier@ns(1 — =)

By the claim’s hypothesisi, < zq[[;er(o) (1 — i) < 2a]lier()ns(l — i), so we conclude thafs >
(1 = 24)ds\{a}- O

These results, together with our analysis of Shearer'srait with slack (Corollarj 5.31), immediately
provide an analysis under the assumption that (GLL) holdk slack, similar to Theorein 5.8. However,
this connection to Shearer’s criterion allows us to proveemo

We show that our algorithm is in fact efficient even when th&l{{criterion is tight. This might
be surprising in Iight of Corollar{ 5.28, which does not usg alack and gives an exponential bound of
% = ﬁ <1l = = . The reason why we can prove a stronger bound is that Stearg€rion isnever
tight: as we argued already, it defines an open set, and Séctioefi/Bsla quantitative bound on the slack
that is always available under Shearer’s criterion.

Theorem 5.39.LetFy, . .., E, be events and lgt; = Pr,,[E;]. Suppose that the three subroutines described
in Sectiorﬂ]l exist. yﬁ satlsfles@m then the probability that MaximalSetResample resample® mo
than4 3771 7% (37 In =~ + 1 +t) events is at most .

If (GLL) is satisfied with a slack efe (0, 1), i.e.,(1+€)p; < z; [];ep(;)(1— 2;), then with probability
at leastl — e, MaximalSetResample resamples no more t%‘(@;‘:l In ﬁ +t) events.

Proof. The first part follows directly from Theore 5135, since Qlany 5.37 shows thap € S and
Corollary[5.38 shows thai‘% < %-. The second part follows from Corollaty 5131, using agaiat th

4{i} z; '
a0 < jE—— O

Theorem_1.P follows immediately from Theorém 5.39.

5.7 The cluster expansion criterion

Recall that Sectioh 1.4 introduced the cluster expansibericm, which often gives improved quantitative
bounds compared to the General LLL (such as the applicatimesissed in Sectidn 4). For convenience, let

us restate the cluster expansion criterion here. Givempataasy, . . . , y,, define the notation
Yo=Y ¢y VSCnl
ICS
I€Ind
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The cluster expansion criterion for a vecgoe [0, 1], with respect to a grap¥, is
Jy1, .-y >0 such that p; < yZ/YF+(z) (CLL)
This criterion was introduced in the following non-constive form of the LLL.

Theorem 5.40(Bissacot et al.[[8]) Let F1, ..., E, be events with a (lopsi-)dependency graphand let
pi = Pr,[E;]. If pand G satisfy(CLL) thenPrM[ﬂZ L Ei]l > 0.

To see that this strengthens the original LLL (Theotenmh g may verify thaf (GLL) implied (CLL):
if p; <y Hjem)(l — x;), we can takey; = 7 T; = %yi) and then use the simple bound

Zyé vk = I a+wy).

ICTH (i ICT+(4) FEDH (i)
Ielnd

On the other hand, Shearer's Lemma (Lenimal5.12) strengfileesrem 5.40, in the sense that (CLL)
impliesp € S. This fact was established by Bissacot etlal. [8] by analytethods that relied on earlier
results[[17]. In this section we establish this fact by a nesopthat is elementary and self-contained.

An algorithmic form of Theorerh 5.40 in the variable model vpmsven by Pegden [33]. In fact, that
result is subsumed by the algorithm of Kolipaka and Szegad$hearer’s setting, since (CLL) implies
p € S. In this section, we prove a new algorithmic form of Theofem(5in the general framework of
resampling oracles.

To begin, we establish the following connection betweenhmrameters and thg polynomials. For
convenience, let us introduce the notatith= [n] \ S, S +a =S U {a} andS —a = S\ {a}.

Lemma 5.41. Suppose that satisfies[CLL). Then, for evenys' C [n] anda € S, we have

VQS > Yge .
dS—a }/(S—a)c

The proof is in Section 5.7.1 below.
Corollary 5.42 ((CLL) implies Shearer)f p satisfieq[CLL) thenp € S.
Proof. For anyS C [n], write itasS = {s1,...,si}. Applying Lemmd.5.41 repeatedly, we obtain
k

@:ﬁM>HM:YSC>O
qﬂ i=1 qv{slv"'vsifl} B i=1 Y{Sl,--~78i71}c Yv[n}

sinceYr > 0 for all T C [n] under the[(CLL) criterion. Recall thg} = 1. Hencegs > 0 for all S C [n],
which means that is in the Shearer region. O

Corollary 5.43. If p satisfie{CLL) thenq;—;} < Y.

Proof. Lemmd5.41 yleldcq[”] < Y<g’;[]*13>6 =1 + y,, SO the result follows from Clain 5.25. O

These corollaries lead to our algorithmic result under tluster expansion criterion. The following
theorem subsumes Theorém]1.3 and adds a statement undssuhgpéion of slack.

38



Theorem5.44.LetE,,. .., E, be events and lgt; = Pr,[E;]. Suppose that the three subroutines described
in Section I.T]1 exist. If satisfies(CLL) then, with probability at least — e, MaximalSetResample
resamples no more that(3 -7, ;) (37—, In(1 +y;) + 1 +¢) events.

If (CLL) is satisfied with a slack afe (0, 1), i.e.,(1 + €)p; < yi/Yr+(;), then with probability at least
1 — e~t, MaximalSetResample resamples no more t%‘(@?:l In(1+ y;) + t) events.

Proof. The first statement follows directly from Theorém 5.35, sir@@orollary[5.42 shows that € S
and Corollary(5.43 shows thgg;i < y;. Next assume thaf (CIL) is satisfied withslack. We apply

Corollary[5.42 and Corollafy 5.43 to the popit= (1 + €)p, obtaining thap’ € S andqf{j}/qé, < y;, where
qs denotesys(p’). The second statement then follows directly from Corolu3a. O

5.7.1 Proof of Lemmd5.4l

Claim 5.45(The “fundamental identity” fok”). Y4 = Ya—a + yaYa\r+(q) forall a € A.

Proof. Every summang” on the left-hand side either appearsiq_, if a ¢ J, or can be written ag, - 4
whereB = J \ I'"(a), in which case it appears as a summang,i¥is\ r+(q) - O

Claim 5.46 (Log-subadditivity ofY"). Yaup < Y4 -Ypforany A, B C [n].

Proof. It suffices to consider the case thatand B are disjoint, as replacing with B \ A decreases the
right-hand side and leaves the left-hand side unchangedryBummand,” on the left-hand side can be
written asy” - y/” with J' = J N AandJ” = J N B. The product’’ - 4/" appears as a summand on the
right-hand side, and all other summands are non-negative. O

Proof (of Lemma5.41l). We proceed by induction [#{. The base case i = {a}. In that case we have

‘jfj;} = (ay = 1 — pa- On the other hand, by the two claims above dnd (CLL), we have

Vi) = Yo + YaYiu\r+@) 2 Yinl—a + P14 (@) Yn\r+ (@) 2 Yin)—a + PaY]n)-

Therefore,% <1 — p, which proves the base case.
We prove the inductive step by similar manipulations. Byi@l&.13, we have

w

ds\I*(a)
ij—a .

= 1_pa

ds—a
The inductive hypothesis applied repeatedly to the elesneit N I'(a) yields

s\r@ o | paY<S\r+<a>>c

Yseur+(a)
4S—a YV(S—a)C '

1-p
¢ Yseta

=1-pa

By the two claims above and (Cl L), we have
Ysera = Yse +YaVserr+(a) = Yse +PaYr+(a)Yserr+(@) = Yse +PaYseur+(a)-

We conclude that
. YSCJ,-a — YSC Ysc

Yo
> 1-p, Seur+ (a)

_ > 1
q4S—a YSC+a

Y5c+a B }/(S—a)c '
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5.7.2 Relationship between cluster expansion and stabletsequences
We remark that the following more general bound holds: Ferngy < Ind,

Yoo = <yl (12)
ZeProp(J) U

The equality holds by Lemma 527 and the inequality can bieettfrom Lemma 5.41 as follows:

e Pderaye s Yorw) . J
— = — S Py =P e S [T Yreg) < v
Q q(0)e 0 iy

using Clain{5.156 for the first equality, and Cldim 5.46 dnd[{Cin the last two inequalities.

A direct proof thatZIerp( bz < y” can be obtained by an inductive argument similar to the proof
of (4) in Sectio 5.2. An application of Lemnha 5127 then elsshbs [(12). Earlier versions of this paper
used this approach to relate the cluster expansion critexiad Shearer's lemma. Our new approach in
Corollary[5.42 has the advantage that it does not requirrtiiing arguments used in Lemrba 5]27.

6 Conclusions

We have shown that the Lovasz Local Lemma can be made diguocitin the abstract framework of re-
sampling oracles. This framework captures the General L4 Wwell as Shearer's Lemma in the existential
sense, and leads to efficient algorithms for the primary gasnof probability spaces and events satisfying
lopsidependency that have been considered in the literéagrsurveyed in [2’6])

Our algorithmic form of the General LLL (Theorem 1L.2) useé> " | 2 L Z;‘Zl log ﬁ) resam-

pling operations, which is roughly quadratically worserthbe > | lf;i bound of Moser-Tardos [30].

Similarly, our algorithmic result under Shearer’s coratit(Theoreni 5.35) use3( >, q;;} > g1 In(1+

qé” )) resampling operations, which is roughly quadratically sedthan thé "', qém} bound of Kolipaka-
Szegedy[24]. Can this quadratic loss be eliminated?

One way to prove that result would be to prove an analog of tileess tree lemma, which is a cen-
terpiece of the Moser-Tardos analysis|[30]. The withess leenma has other advantages, for example in
deriving parallel and deterministic algorithms. Unforately, the witness tree lemma is not true in the gen-
eral setting of resampling oracles (see Appendix A). It @yéver, true in the variable model [30] as well
as in the setting of random permutationsl|[21]. Is there aaw&of our framework in which the witness tree
lemma is true, and which continues to capture the LLL in felhgrality?
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A A counterexample to the witness tree lemma

A cornerstone of the analysis of Moser and Tardos [30] isntiress tree lemmalt states (roughly) that
for any tree of events growingackwards in timdrom a certain root evenk;, with the children of each
nodeE;; being neighboring events resampled befate the probability that this tree is consistent with the
execution of the algorithm is at most the product of the pbdhiies of all events in the tree. (We give a more
precise statement below.) Extensions of this lemma have treial in the work of Kolipaka-Szegedy on
algorithmic forms of Shearer's Lemma [24] and work of Ha®isnivasan on the algorithmic local lemma
for permutations[[21]. The witness tree lemma leads to sdmewstronger quantitative bounds than the
ones we obtain, and it has been also useful for other purpdsesndomization of LLL algorithms$ [30, 13],
parallel algorithms[[30, 14], and handling exponentiallgm events [20]. Therefore, it would be desirable
to prove the witness tree lemma in our general frameworksemgling oracles.

Unfortunately, this turns out to be impossible. The mainppge of this section is to show that the
witness tree lemma is false in the framework of resampliragles in a strong sense. Whereas in typical
scenarios the Moser-Tardos algorithm only requires witrie=es of deptl® (log n) with high probability,
in the resampling oracle framework the stable set sequéaoésan analogous notion of witness trees) can
have nearly-linear length with constant probability.

Before we proceed, we define a few notions necessary for theufation of the witness tree lemma.
Our definitions here are natural extensions of the notioo® {80] to the setting of resampling oracles.

Definition A.1. Given a lopsided association graghon vertex sefn|, a witness tree is a finite rooted tree
T, with each vertexw in T given a label€, € [n], such that the children of a vertexreceive labels from
't (&).

Definition A.2. We say that a witness trée with root r appears in the log of the algorithm, if evefitis
resampled at some point and the tree is produced by the fiolipprocedure: process the resampled events
from that point backwards, and for each resampled eyentch thatj € T'*(&,) for somew in the tree, pick
such a vertex of maximum depth in the tree and create a new childf v with label &, = j.

The witness tree lemma, in various incarnations, stateghbarobability of a witness treE appearing
in the log of an LLL algorithm is at modt[, . Pr[Eg,]. We show here that this can be grossly violated in
the setting of resampling oracles. Our example actuallg tleeindependent variable setting but resampling
oracles different from the natural ones considered by MasdrTardos.

Example. Consider independent Bernoulli variabl&s, YZ.j,Zi andW wherel <i < kandl < j < /.
The probability distributionu is uniform on the product space of these random variablesisi@er the
following events:

o £, =1{X; =0}

o Bl = {Y; - 0}

o B/ ={W =1}
These events are mutually independent. However, let usdaresdependency graghwherekE; ~ Ef for
eachl < i < k,1 < j < ¢; this is a conservative choice but nevertheless a valid onedr events. (One
could also tweak the probability space slightly so that hiegging events are actually dependent.) In any
case,F’ is an isolated vertex in the graph.

We define resampling oracles as follows. In the followi@gjescribes a fresh new sample of a Bernoulli
variable. Only the variables relevant to the respectivelerare listed as arguments.
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o (X)) =Q
hd Tz]'(Xiv Y;‘Jv ZZ) = (Zw Q> XZ)
L] T'/(I/V,Zl,...,Zk) = (Zl,...,Zk,Q).
Claim A.3. r;, r{, r’ are valid resampling oracles for the everits, Eg, E’ and the dependency grajgh

Proof. r; resamples only the variabl¥; relevant to event; and hence cannot cause any other event to
occur. Conditioned ois; = { X; = 0}, it clearly produces the uniform distribution.
rf. switches the variableX; andZ; and thus can caudg; to occur (which is consistent with the depen-

dency graphG). Conditioned on&/ = {Yij = 0}, it makesY; uniformly random and preserves a uniform
distribution on(X;, Z;).

r’ affects the values ofV, Z1, ..., Z;, but no event depends af, ..., Z;, sor’ cannot cause any
event excepfy’ to occur. Conditioned o’ = {W = 1}, since(Z,..., Z) are distributed uniformly, it
produces again the uniform distribution. O

The Moser-Tardos algorithm. First, let us consider the Moser-Tardos algorithm: In theshgeneral
form, it resamples in each step an arbitrary occurring eveat concreteness, let's say that the algorithm
always resamples the occurring event of minimum index (mesfixed ordering).

Claim A.4. If the Moser-Tardos algorithm considers events in the O(E:Eg, E'), then at the time it gets
to resampleZ’, the variablesZ;, .. ., Z; are independent are equal lowith probability 1 — 1/2! each.

Proof. Let us fix:. Whenever some variabllél.j is initially equal to0, we have to resampIEf at some
point. However, we only resamp[ég if E; does not occur, which means thgt must bel at that time. So
the resampling oracIEf forcesZ; to be equal td. The only wayZ; could remain equal t0 is that it is
initially equal to0 and none of the evemEf need to be resampled, which happens with probabilit/.
Therefore, when we'’re done with; andE{ for 1 < j < ¢, Z; is equal ta0 with probability 1/2¢+1. This
happens independently for each O

Lemma A.5. The probability that the Moser-Tardos algorithm resampl#ésat leastk times in a row is at
least(1 — A=) .

Proof. By the ordering of eventsty’ is resampled only when all other events have been fixed. Aéso,
sampling £’ cannot cause any other event, so the algorithm will termiditerwards. However, as we
argued above, when we get to resamplitig each variableZ; is equal tol independently with probability

1 — 1/2%1, Considering the resampling oracléW, Z1, ..., Z;) = (Z1, ..., Zx, Q), if W as well as all

the variablesZ; are equal td, it will take at leastt resamplings to clear the queue and get a chance to avoid
eventE’. This happens with probability (1 — 2+)"~1. O

Let T consist of a path of vertices labeled’. Fork = 2¢, we conclude that the witness tréeappears
with constant probability in the log of the Moser-Tardoscaithm, as opposed tb/2* which would follow
from the witness tree lemma.

The MaximalSetResample algorithm. A slightly more involved analysis is necessary in the case of
MaximalSetResample. By nature of this algorithm, we wowdampleE’ “in parallel” with the other
events and so the variables evolve somewhat differently.
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Claim A.6. For eachi independently, after 2 iterations of the MaximalSetResamlgorithm,Z; = 1 with
probability 1 —1/2¢F1. Any further updates df; other than those caused by resamplifigcan only change
the variable fronD to 1.

Proof. The claim is that unlesg; = 0 andY;! = ey = Y = 1initially, in the first two iterations we
will possibly resampleF; and then one of the eventd, which makesZ; equal tol. Any further update to

Z; occurs only wher®” is resampled (which shifts the sequeriég, ..., Zx)) or whenE{ is resampled,
which makesZ; equal tol. O

Lemma A.7. The probability that MaximalSetResample resamgiésit leastk times in a row is at least
1 1 \k—2
Z(l - 2£+1) :

Proof. In the first two iterations, the probability that’ is resampled twice is at least4 (the values ofV/
andZ; are initially uniform, and ifZ; is updated, it can only increase the probability that werrgsa F’).
Independently, the probability thak, = ... = Z,_; = 1 after the first two iterations il —1/2¢+1)¥=2 by
the preceding claim. (We are not usifg which is possibly correlated with the probability of resdimg
E'’ in the second iteration, and, which would be refreshed by this resampling in the secondtiten.) If
this happens, we will continue to resamlg at leastk — 2 additional times, because it will take— 2
executions of’ before a zero can reach the variable O

Again, consider setting = 2°. The total number of events is = O(k(), so¢ = O(logn) and
k = ©(n/logn). With constant probability, the witness tréeconsisting of a path of vertices labeled
E’ will appear in the log of MaximalSetResample algorithm. $haith constant probability, the algorithm
will require a stable set sequence of length at Iéast
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